MASTER 
NEGATIVE 

NO.  92-81083 


MICROFILMED  1993 
COLUMBIA  UNIVERSITY  LIBRARIES/NEW  YORK 


as  part  of  the 
"Foundations  of  Western  Civilization  Preservation  Project" 


Funded  by  the 
NATIONAL  ENDOWMENT  FOR  THE  HUMANITIES 


Reproductions  may  not  be  made  without  permission  from 

Columbia  University  Library 


COPYRIGHT  STATEMENT 


The  copyright  law  of  the  United  States  -  Title  17,  United 
States  Code  -  concerns  the  making  of  photocopies  or 
other  reproductions  of  copyrighted  material. 

Under  certain  conditions  specified  in  the  law,  libraries  and 
archives  are  authorized  to  furnish  a  photocopy  or  other 
reproduction.  One  of  these  specified  conditions  is  that  the 
photocopy  or  other  reproduction  is  not  to  be  '*used  for  any 
purpose  other  than  private  study,  scholarship,  or 
research.'*  If  a  user  makes  a  request  for,  or  later  uses,  a 
photocopy  or  reproduction  for  purposes  in  excess  of  '*fair 
use,"  that  user  may  be  liable  for  copyright  infringement. 

This  institution  reserves  the  right  to  refuse  to  accept  a 
copy  order  if,  in  its  judgement,  fulfillment  of  the  order 
would  involve  violation  of  the  copyright  law. 


AUTHOR: 


ALDRICH,  HENRY 


TITLE: 


ARTIS  LOGICAE 

RUDIMENTA,  FROM 


PLACE: 


OXFORD 


DA  TE : 


1862 


COLUMBIA  UNIVERSITY  LIBRARIES 
PRESERVATION  DEPARTMENT 


Master  Negative  # 


Restrictions  on  Use: 


BIBLIOGRAPHIC  MICROiFORM  TARGET 


Original  Material  as  Filmed  -  Existing  Bibliographic  Record 


160 

A12 


Mancel,   Henry  Longuevil.le     1820-Yl 

Artis  lo^f^ic^fb  rudinenta,   from  the  text  of 
Aldrich  vrith  notes  and  marginal  references     4th  cd.  ..enl 
Oxford  1SC)2  0       '^7   ■«•  281  p     1  tab 


V, 


ivmn-'. 


J' 


*i * ■■—       iiii^^jniri  i   .*■<>■ 


m^iigi»   I  1 1  u'.u»L" 


/ 


tm 


TECHNICAL  MICROFORM  DATA 
REDUCTION     RATIO:   /^V 


FILM     SIZE: 

IMAGE  PLACEMENT:    lA  Ql^  IB     IIB 

DATE     FILMED:__2:iS_-^g INITIALS_^^^%^ 

HLMEDBY:    RESEARCH  PUBLICATIONS.  INC  WOODBRIDGE.  cf 


c 


Association  for  Information  and  Image  Management 

1100  Wayne  Avenue,  Suite  1100 
Silver  Spring,  Maryland  20910 

301/587-8202 


Centimeter 


IN 


3        4 

iliiiiliiiil 


IlllllllllllllillllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllUlll 


^ 


6         7 

iliiiiliiiil 


8   9   10  n 

lllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll 


12   13   14   15  mm 

L 


lllllllllllll 


illlllllllllllllllllll 


Ml 


TTT 


TTT 


TTT 


TTT 


TTT 


1 


\ 


Inches 


<^ 


1.0 

U^     2.8 

i.l 

1.25 

1.4 

2.5 


2.2 


2.0 


1.8 


1.6 


^ 


MfiNUFfiCTURED   TO  fillM  STRNDfiRDS 
BY  APPLIED  IMRGE,    INC. 


*v 


p»»»w* 


■:t. 


If  '  ' '  *'*#'  ■ 


■  »< 

:5- 


^^triJ*:»-!^ 


las?^ 


•♦  «(f.'^jT***»'** 


[T*     I'M-f**^»!    -V,  _     , 


'"■'^  rt^^. 


"*tt-.4y^y. 


This  book  is  due  jwojvee!»  from  tl»  last  date  stamped 
below,  and  .f  not  rets^ed  at  or  before  that  time  a  fine  of 
five  cents  a  day  u,.ii  be  incurred. 


»1  .»-\Z^  .  T 


^ 


AUTIS     LOGICS 


i 


RUDIMENTA, 


m 


!^- 


FROM 


THE    TEXT    OF    ALDRICH, 


WITH   NOTES  AND  MARGINAL   REFERENCES. 


BI  THE 


REV.    H.    L.    MANSEL,   B.D. 

WAYNFLETE  PROFESSOR  OF  MORAL  AND  METAPHYSICAL  PHILOSOPHY, 
TUTOR  AND  LATE  FELLOW  OF  ST.  JOHN's  COLLEGE. 


FOURTH  EDITION,  CORRECTED  AND  ENLARGED. 


OXFORD, 

HENRY    HAMMANS: 
WHITTAKER    AND     CO.    LONDON. 

1862. 


1- 


f 


M 


•  t^   '^ 


r-^ 


PREFACE. 


BAXTEK,  PBINTER,  OXFORD. 


^ 


M 


in 


> 

o 
2 


Whatever  variety  of  opinion  may  exist  as  to 
the  absolute  merits  of  Aldrich's  Logic,  there  are 
many   considerations   which   recommend    a    new 
edition  of  that  work,  as  by  far  the  most  convenient 
mode  of  supplying  an  acknowledged  deficiency  in 
the  studies  of  the  University.     The  majority  of 
Teachers  will  probably  agree  with  me  in  regarding 
the  dry  skeleton  of  a   Latin    Manual   as  better 
adapted  to  the  discipline  of  beginners  than  any  of 
the  more  elegant,  but  somewhat  diluted  Essays  of 
the  present  day:    to  which  must  be  added  the 
consideration,  that  Latin  is  the  original  language 
of  many  of  the  technicahties  of  the  subject,  which 
cannot  be  so  conveniently  learned   through  the 
medium  of  a  translation.     But  among  the  Latin 
Compendia,   that   of   Aldrich    has    long    reigned 
almost  exclusively  in  Oxford;    nor  would  it  be 
easy  to  select  any  rival  manual  of  such  decided 
superiority  as  to  counterbalance  the  evils  neces- 
sarily attendant  on  all  violent  changes  in  a  long- 
estabUshed  system.     Deficient  as  the  work  unde- 
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niably  is  in  many  of  the  prominent  features  of  the 
Scholastic  Logic,  its  very  deficiencies  render  it  in 
some  respects  preferable  to  a  more  faithful  expo- 
nent. The  criticism  of  the  present  age  has  con- 
tributed much  towards  a  more  just  appreciation  of 
the  merits  of  the  mediaeval  Philosophy ;  but  he 
must  be  a  bold  champion  of  reaction  who  would 
advocate  the  complete  disinterment  of  the  Logic 
t/  of  the  Schools.  Who  would  desire  now  to  oppress 
the  Student  with  the  heavy  burden  of  modals,  or 
to  bewilder  him  with  the  mysteries  of  Suppositio, 
Ampliatio,  Restrictio,  and  the  whole  farrago  of  the 
Parva  Logicalia?  Omissions  of  this  character 
may,  with  equal  probability  and  more  charity,  be 
attributed  to  the  sound  judgment  of  the  University, 
than  to  the  decline  of  the  Professorial  System  and 
the  incompetency  of  College  Tutors  \ 

On  the  other  hand,  it  must  be  confessed  that 
there  is  much  to  be  added  to  this  or  any  other 
Compendium,  to  enable  it  to  meet  the  demands  of 
the  existing  University  Examinations.  This  will 
at  once  be  admitted  by  all  who  have  had  any 
recent  practice  in  tuition  ;  it  may  be  easily  ascer- 
tained by  any  who  will  take  the  trouble  of  com- 
paring the  contents  of  the  book  with  those  of 
any  of  the  present  examination-papers.  To  this 
deficiency,  the  increasing  study  of  the  original 
writings  of  Aristotle  has  not  a  little  contributed. 
But  the  transition  from  the  bare  text  of  Aldrich  to 

•  See  Edinbiirglf  Review,  No.  115.  p.  195. 
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that  of  Aristotle  is  far  too  abrupt  to  be  beneficial 
to  the  Student.  Occasionally  indeed  he  may 
recognise  an  old  friend  in  a  new  dress ;  but  the 
difference  of  language,  order,  and  manner  of 
treatment  will  conceal  from  the  unpractised  eye 
most  of  the  passages  in  which  his  Latin  successors 
have  attempted  any  thing  more  than  a  bare 
translation  of  the  words  of  the  Stagirite. 

In  this  respect,  it  is  hoped  that  the  numerous 
references  to,  and  quotations  from,  the  Organon, 
which  will  be  found  in  the  following  pages,  will 
contribute  in  some  degree  towards  a  most  important 
object, — the   clear   discrimination   between    those 
portions  of  the  system  which  belong  to  the  original 
work  of  Aristotle,  and  those  for  which  we  are 
indebted  to  subsequent  Logicians.     For  a  like  rea- 
son, in  my  references  to  the  latter,  I  have  occa- 
sionally  endeavoured  to  furnish  some  information 
as  to  the  author  and  the  period  of  the  innovation. 
Nothing  is  more  strongly  to  be  reprehended  than  the 
slovenly  practice  of  referring  in  general  terms  to 
the  Logic  of  the  Schoolmen  ;  as  if  every  individual 
of  that  body  had  written  a  distinct  treatise  on  the 
subject,  or  as  if  those  who  have  were  a  race  of 
harmonious  commentators,  whose  labours  exhibit  a 
supernatural  uniformity,  such  as  tradition  narrates 
of  the  translators  of  the  Septuagint.     What  would 
be  thought  of  a  reference  in  general  terms  to  the 
doctrine  of  the  Greek  Philosophers  ?    Yet  Aristotle 
scarcely  departed  more  widely  from  Plato,  than 
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did  Abelard  from  William  of  Champeaux,  or 
Occam  from  Scotus.  In  some  cases  it  is  indis- 
pensable to  the  right  understanding  of  doctrines 
and  modes  of  expression,  to  know  when  and  by 
whom  they  were  first  introduced  into  Logic.  If, 
for  example,  as  in  the  treatment  of  the  Predicables 
and  of  Definition,  we  find  language  held  neither  by 
Aristotle  nor  by  Porphyry,  expressly  insisted  on 
by  one  sect  of  the  Schoolmen,  and  as  expressly 
repudiated  by  another,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
what  views,  whether  right  or  wrong  in  themselves, 
must  be  adopted  as  a  necessary  basis  for  the  inter- 
pretation of  that  language. 

Of  my  own  very  imperfect  acquaintance  with  the 
post-Aristotelian  Logicians,  I  am  well  aware.  But 
when  the  alternative  lies  between  the  postponement 
of  the  present  work  to  an  almost  indefinite  period, 
and  the  attempting  it  from  such  resources  as  I  can 
at  present  command,  the  necessity  that  has  long 
been  felt  for  something  of  the  kind,  will,  I  trust, 
be  allowed  as  some  apology  for  the  deficiencies  of 
the  execution. 

One  other  point  remains  to  be  noticed.  In  com- 
menting, whether  for  explanation  or  correction,  on 
the  language  of  a  manual  so  brief  as  that  of  Aldrich, 
there  is  no  tutor  but  must  have  felt  the  difficulty 
of  attaining  the  happy  medium  between  dogmatic 
assumption  on  the  one  hand  and  prolix  discussion 
on  the  other.  It  is  possible  so  to  bewilder  a  pupil 
with  premises  that  he  shall  utterly  lose  sight  of  the 
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conclusion  :  it  is  possible  so  to  overwhelm  him  with 
assertion,  as  to  leave  him  no  choice  but  that  of 
blind  submission  to  the  ipse  dixit  of  his  tutor  or 
the   ipse  scripsit   of    his   text-book.      The    same 
difficulty   meets    the    editor.      In    controverting 
the  positions  of  a  work  which  for  more  than  a 
century  and  a  half  has  enjoyed  the  sanction  of 
the  University,  somewhat  more  of  the  verecunde 
dissentio  is  becoming  than  can  always  be  comprised 
within  the  necessary  limits  of  a  foot-note.     The 
further  discussion  of  such  points  in  an  Appendix 
has   in   some   instances   unavoidably  produced   a 
certain  amount  of  repetition.   This  however,  though 
injurious  to  the  form  of  the  work,  will,  it  is  hoped, 
not  render  it  the  less  serviceable  to  that  not  in- 
considerable class  of  students 

A  few  passages  omitted  in  recent  editions  of  the 
Compendium  have  been  restored  in  the  present. 
This,  however,  has  been  done  but  sparingly.  An 
account  of  the  Arbor  Porphyriana  has  been  trans- 
ferred to  the  first  chapter  from  its  original  place  in 
the  Penus  Logica.  The  obvious  utility  of  the 
insertion  will,  it  is  hoped,  warrant  the  liberty  in 
this  single  instance  taken  with  the  text 

The  references  to  Aristotle  have  been  adapted 
to  the  Oxford  reprint  of  Bekker's  text.  In 
Germany,  a  custom  seems  to  be  gaining  ground 
of  referring  to  the  pages  of  the  Berlin  edition, 
but  that  work  has  not  been  sufficiently  circulated 
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here  to  make  the  example  convenient  to  follow. 
Of  the  Isagoge  of  Porphyry,  Buhle's  edition  has 
been  used.     With  the  Greek  Commentators,  my 
chief  acquaintance  has  been  made   through   the 
medium  of  the  Berlin  Schoha  collected  by  Brandis, 
to  which,  as  the  most  accessible  edition,  reference 
has  in  general  been  made.     Boethius  is  quoted 
from  the  Basel  edition  of  1570.     The  other  quo- 
tations will  in  most  instances  speak  for  themselves. 
To  the  present  edition  is   prefixed   an   Intro- 
duction, containing  a  short  historical  account  of 
logical  writers,  ancient  and  modern,  which,  though 
necessarily  cursory  and  incomplete,  will,  it  is  hoped, 
be  found  more  satisfactory  than  the  notices  which 
can  be  gathered  from  most  Enghsh  works  of  a 
similar   character.     In    the    compilation    of    this 
sketch  I  have  derived  considerable  assistance  from 
the  valuable  Essay  of  M.  St.  Hilaire ;  and  in  the 
revision  of  the  earlier  part,  from  the  learned  and 
able    Geschichte   der   Logik   of    Prantl,    the   first 
volume  of  which  appeared  in  1855,  and  the  second 
in    1861.      Mr.   Blakey's    elaborate    History    of 
Logic  has  been   occasionally  consulted ;   but  his 
principle  of  classification  and  examination  is  too 
different  from  mine  to  enable  me  to  make  much 
use  of  his  labours.     My  critical  views  of  Logic  are 
briefly  exhibited  in  the  second  part  of  the  Intro- 
duction, and  have  been  published  at  greater  length 
in   a  separate   work.     Some   apology  is   perhaps 
needed  for  the  references  to  this  work  which  will 


be  found  in  the  following  pages,  especially  in  the 
earlier  portion.     But  I  have  long  been  of  opinion 
that  Logic,  as  generally  taught,  requires  constant 
illustration  from  Psychology,  and  that  the  earlier 
part  of  Aldrich's  text  in  particular  is  especially 
liable   to   be   misunderstood   without   some   such 
assistance   as   it   was   one   principal   aim   of   the 
Prolegomena  Logica  to  supply.     My  obligations 
in  the  present  work,  as  in  that,  to  the  writings  of 
Kant,  of  M.  Cousin,  and  of  Sir  William  Hamilton, 
require  special  acknowledgment ;  to  these  works 
must  beadded  here  the  logical  works  of  Professor 
Trendelenburg,  Waltz's   excellent  edition  of  the 
Organon,   and   Biese's   -Philosophic   des   Aristo- 
teles."     My  thanks  are  also  due  to  Professor  De 
Morgan,  and  to  Mr.  Chandler,  Fellow  of  Pern- 
broke  College,  for  valuable  assistance  in  correcting 
the  present  edition. 


INTRODUCTION. 


PART  I.     HISTOMCAI,. 

Although  the  writings  of  Aristotle  arethe  source  from  History  of 
which  the  science  of  Logic  is  principally  derived,  it  isLo^c*"^® 
remarkable  that  there  is  no  single  name  sanctioned  by   ''^'' 
the  Stagirite  himself,  under  which  can  be  comprehended 
either  the  whole  collection   of  treatises  known  by  the 
name  of  the  Organon,  or  the  whole  subject  of  which  they 
treat.     Aoyixij,  as  the  name  of  an  art  or  science,  is  not  to 
be  found  in  his  works,  and  the  cognate  terms  Aoyix^j  and 
Aoy*x«;j,  are  used  in  a  very  different  sense  from  that 
which   has   subsequently   been   given   to   them*.      The 
logical  syllogism  of  Aristotle  is  opposed  sometimes  to  the 
analytical,  sometimes  to  the  physical,  sometimes  to  the 
demonstrative    syllogism;    and    signifies    a    process    of 
reasoning   from   general    principles   of   probability,   as 
distinguished   from   one   of    which   the    principles   are 
elicited  by  special  contemplation  of  a  given  object  or 
notion ^     It  is  therefore  opposed,  alike  to  the  demon- 
strative reasoning,  in  which  necessary  truths  are  resolved 
into  the  axiomatic   principles  on  which  they  depend, 
and  to  that  by  which  physical  phenomena  are  referred 
to  general  laws  of  nature. 

The  first  use  of  the  term'  Logic,  as  the  name  of  a 
science,  is  probably  later  than  Aristotle,  and  to  be  re- 

•  Cf.  AnaL  Post.  i.  22.  Ifi.  i.  24.  U.  ii.  8.  3.   Top.  i.  U.  4.  Phys.  iii.  3.  2. 

See  Gassendi,  LogiccB  Procemiutn  init.  Biese,  Philosophie  des  Aristoteles, 

vol.  1.  p.  133.     Waitz,  Orgamn,  vol.  ii.  p.  363.     Trendelenburg,  Elementa, 
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ferred  to  Zeno  the  Stoic.  The  division  of  Philosophy 
into  Logic,  Physics,  and  Ethics,  probably  originated 
with  this  Philosopher^  and  the  use  of  the  name  Logic  in 
Cicero  is  principally  in  relation  to  the  Stoical  doctrines*. 
For  the  application  of  the  term  to  the  contents  of  the 
Aristotelian  Organon,  the  Greek  commentators  upon 
Aristotle  are  our  earliest  extant  authority.  Alexander 
of  Aphrodisias,  the  oldest  of  these  whose  works  have 
come  down  to  us%  speaks  of  rj  \oyi)c^  xai  (ruAAoy«(mx^ 
TrgayfiMTsicc  as  containing  under  it  avoSgixrix^,  haKsxTixri, 
wBiqcKTriK^,  and  o-o^/or/x^ '.  Here,  while  Dialectic  retains 
its  Aristotelian  sense.  Logic  is  extended  so  as  to  include 
the  syllogistic  theory  in  general,  and  its  particular  appli- 
cations to  necessary  and  probable  matter.  A  similar 
extension  of  Dialectic  is  found  in  the  commentaries  of 
David  the  Armenian «;  and  Philoponus  uses  both  terms 
as  synonymous,  and  in  the  same  extent \ 

«  Laert.  vii.  39.  Pseudo-Plutarch,  De  Plac.  Phil  i.  1.  This  dmsion  is  some- 
times attributed  to  Plato.     (Cf.  Cicero.  Qu<esL  Acad.  i.  19.  De  Fin.  i.  22. 
Euseb.  Prcep.  Evan.  xi.  J .  Augustin,  Be  Civ.  Dei,  viii.  4.)    But  none  of  the 
three  names  occur  iu  any  of  the  extant  Platonic  writings ;  and  a  different 
division  of  sciences  into   cognitive  and  practical  is  intimated   by  Plato 
himself,  Polit.  p.  258.     Indeed  the  state  of  philosophy  in  Plato's  day 
would  hardly  allow  of  the  Stoical  division  being  made.    Cf.  Van  Heusde 
InUia  Phil.  Platon.  p.  41.  J 17.    Aristotle's  supposed  adoption  of  the  same' 
threefold  classification  is  still  more  questionable ;    being  founded  on  a 
misinterpretation  of  Topics,  i.  14.  4.  and  at  variance,  as  well  with  the 
earhest  commentary  on  that  passage,  as  with  Aristotle's  constant  use  of 
the  word  \oyiK6s,  and  with  his  well-known  division  of  theoretical  Philo- 
sophy into  Physics,  Mathematics,  and  Theology. 
<»  Tusc.  Quasi,  iv.  33.  Cf.  Trendelenburg.  Elementa,  p.  47. 
J  The  Paraphrase  on  the  Ethics,  attributed  to  his  predecessor  Andronicus 
Rho^us,  is  furious.    It«  real  author  is  probably  Heliodorus  Prusensis. 
bee  bamte-Croix.  Examen   Critique  des  Anciens  Histoires  d'Alexandre  le 
Orand,  p.  524. 

f  Scholia,  p.  141.  a.  19.  The  testimony  of  Boethius  {In  Top.  Cic.  p.  766  ) 
woiUd  seem  to  refer  this  usage  of  the  word  to  the  elder  Peripatetics,  but 
we  must  reject  his  reference  to  Aristotle. 

8  Scholia,  p.  18.  a.  34.     Waitz,  vol.  ii.  p.  437. 

•*  Scholia,  p.  143.  a.  4. 
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Two  names  sanctioned  by  Aristotle  are  applicable  to  Names 
parts,  but  to  parts  only,  of  the  Organon.     These  are^sto^e 
Analgtic  and  Dialectic.     The  former  term  is  applied  by  Analytic.' 
Aristotle  to  the  four  books  which  treat  of  the  syllogism 
and  of  demonstration',  and  appears  to  denote  the  reso- 
lution  of  the  reasoning  process  into  its  scientific  forms. 
This  word    is   the    most   nearly   synonymous  with   the 
modern  Logic  of  any  used  by  Aristotle  himself;  but  it 
embraces  the  process  of  Reasoning  only,  to  the  exclusion 
of  Conception  and  Judgment^     Dialectic  is  a  word  pro-  Dialectic. 
'bably  invented  by  Plato»,  though  afterwards  applied  to 
the  works  of  earlier  philosophers,  e.  g.  Zeno  the  Eleatic. 
In   Its    Platonic   sense   it   denoted   the   highest  of    all 
sciences ;    that  which  takes  cognisance  of  the  eternal 
and  immutable,  of  being  in  general  and  its  attributes, 
and  thus  has  insight  into  the  universal  principles  upon 
which   all   other  knowledge   is   dependent^      It    thus 
corresponds  in  matter,  though  different  in  form,  with 
the  first  Philosophy  or  Theology  of  Aristotle,  afterwards 
called  Metaphysics.     The  name  Dialectic  had  reference 

;  Galen  {de  libris  propnis,  ch.  11.)  says  that  the  title  Analytica  is  not 
Anstotehan  ;  the  Prior  Analytics  being  called  by  their  author  Tr.pi  avXKo- 
r'^r'  Z^.  '^''  ^^^^^"°^'  ^'P^  &iro5e/|ea„.     This  testimony  is  accepted  by 
M.  St.  Hilaire,   Memoire,  p.  42.    But  the  name   huoKvr^Kh  occurs  too 
irequently  in  Aristotle's  own  writings   to  warrant  this  view,  unless  we 
suppose  (which  is  very  improbable)  that  all  the  references  have  been 
interpolated  by  a  later  hand.     Cf.  Waitz,  vol.  i.  p.  367.     The  distinction 
however,  between  Prior  and  Posterior   Analytics  is  not  recognised  by 
Anstotle,  and  we  may  perhaps  conjecture  that  the  name  hvaKvr.Kh  was 
given  by. him  U>  the  entire  four  books,  each  division  being  also  distin- 
gmshed  by  its  own  title,  as  mentioned  by  Galen. 

"  Cf.  An.  Pr.  i.  33.  2.     Tohs  y^y fyr,fx4pov5  (rvWoynrfiobs  hvaK<,0Lnev  «'s  rh 

"^ZTZl  ''''^'*"""'     ^^'  Trendelenburg,  Elementa,  p.  47,  Waitz.  voL  i. 

p.  d66.     The  analytical  method  of  inquiry,  attributed  to  Plato  by  Laertius 

'^•; l     '  ^'^^^^^^od  of  division,  ezempUfied  especially  in  the  Sophistes  and 

Pohticus;  though  he  does  not  give  it  the  name  of  analysis. 

^  See  Ph^edrus,  p.  266.     Laert.  iii.  24.     Cousin's  Plato,  vol.  vi.  p.  450. 

n^S^t"^''  P-  ^^^-   ^^Phi^t'  p.  253.   Repi,h.  vi.  p.  510  sqq.  vii.  p.  521.  534. 
i^t.  Van  Heusde,  Tnitia,  p.  247. 
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to  the  colloquial  form,  which,  whether  in  Kolitiiry  iiiedi- 
tation,  or  in  conversation  with  others,  Plato  regarded  ii» 
the  true  method  of  eliciting;  and  communicating  know- 
ledge^; a  view  intimately  connected  with  his  doctrine 
of  ideas,  and  with  the  theory  which  placed  all  knowlcdK*^ 
in  reminiscence.     The  Dialootio  of  Aristotle  holds  a  far 
lower  position,  being  merely  the  act  of  disputing  by 
question ;    of  attacking  and   defending  a   given   thesis 
from  principles  of  mere  probability,  such  as  the  opinion» 
of  men   in  general,  or  of  thts    mjijority,  or   of  certain 
eminent  authorities.     The  Dialectical  Syllogism  is  thu» 
the  %nmt  aft  the  Logical;  and  the  names  Logic  and 
Dialectic^  if  used  3W)lcly  in  conformity  with  .Xristotle's 
autliority,  nould  corrdspond,  not  to  the  Organon  as  a 
whole»  hut  only  to  tbe  tiro  lasct  treatise^  tho  Topics  and 
Sophistic  Refutiitions*. 
Hitiory  oT     Thus  much  may  suffice,  a&  regards  tbe  origin  and  use 
^g^     of  tlie  name  Logic  and  the  cognate  tcnns*     More  im- 
portant i.s  the  inquiry,  to  what  extent  the  science  itaelf^ 
as  exhibited  in  Arixtotlc,  ix  indebted  to  the  lubouni  of 
fMrevious  philosopher».     Dialectic,  the  thing  though  pro- 
bably not  th<!  name,  tx  regarded,  on   tlie  authority  of 
Ztoo  tbe    Aristotle,  as  the  invention  of  Zcno  the  Klcatic*.    By  ihiu 
B^*^^^'     is  prob<al>ly  only  meant  that  Zeno  was  tlie  first  to  employ 
dialogue  as  the  medium  of  philo^cophical  inj^mction ; 
hix  predecessors  of  the  same  school,  Xenophanes  and 
Pannonides,   having   communicated   their   doctrinex   in 
rerse.      The  dialectic   method   was  afterwards   ezlen- 
siYcly  used  by  diflerent  schools,  and  for  different  pur- 

*  2Vf.  i.  I.'i. 

P  LiMft.  ix.29.  Bat  in  AaoUi«r  fwagi  (Hi*  48.)  Ibt  <{vMm  ArittotK 
Wk  «Uribulsx^  Um  1au\  uriclin  dfitlo^o**  \a  AlMumnnut  of  S^jmi.  S«e 
alio  Alh^nam,  xi.  1  12l  Cf.  l>nrhitl  on  ArittoOe'i  l*«tfn<«,  p.  8.  L  Q.  v>io 
OM^|#eUBM  thilt  ih«  rlUlogiiroi  nf  Al^x«ai#ntt«  nwrr  mritton  in  1n^t^»■ 
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poi«(;H,  which  ultimately  obtained  dixtinctivt)  immcx. 
Aristotle  enumerates  four  dtflcrcnt  kinds  of  reaxoning» 
to  which  the  colloquial  form  (t^  lia>iyt^^tti)  n*«»  applied^ 
\6yfn  5*§«<rx«Aix»/,  ^ittXncrixof,  xf*^^ixof,  and  IjiotihoM. 
The  first  are  deiuoniiixative  reasoning»,  from  the  proi)cr 
and  axiomatic  principles  of  a  given  subject.  The  second, 
or  dialectic  reasonings  in  the  Aristoteliau  sense  of  the 
ttjrm,  are  those  derived  from  general  ]>rinciplcs  of  proba- 
bility, such  as  the  opiuiona  <^f  ilic  majority  of  mankind» 
or  of  philosophers.  The  tliird  are  only  a  sj^ceial  appli- 
cation of  probable  reasonings  to  expose  the  ignorance 
of  pi-eienders  in  seienec'.  The  fourth  are  fallacdons 
reasonings,  from  apparent  but  not  real  prolmbilities.  In 
a  subsequent  passage,  he  distingin'shes  between  l^i^ixof 
and  o^o^ioTiX's/;  the  former  being  such  ax  employ  fallacy 
merely  for  a  display  of  xkill;  tlie  latter»  for  pecuniary 
profit.  Hence  he  defines  (ts'^utix^  as  xW^^^'^^^i  "'^  ^* 
vipi^ii  ^ticiKyiiy^*.  Thexe  distinctions  however  will  be  of 
ooiufMirjuivcly  late  origin  ;  after  the  various  applications 
of  the  original  method  of  Zeno  ha<l  rendered  s}K«eifie 
names  necessarv. 

Tbe  eristic  or  sophixtjc  wius  as  might  naturally  bei^eS»' 
exp<«ot4!d,  the  earliest  of  these  S]>ecial  developments  of  ^^*** 
the  dialectic  method.  The  arguments  of  Zeno  himself 
bad  no  sinall  affinity  to  sophistry;  and  the  state  of 
philosophy  at  that  period  wax  xuch  as  nat^irally  to 
promote  further  advance  in  the  same  direetion.  The 
conflicting  opinions  of  the  pre^Socrutte  schools»  tbe 
one-^ided  and  excluxive  ohamcter  of  tbcir  principles^ 


f  Soii1i.F.1«o(c9b.^l. 

'  KfMk  4h  di^kmteKf  Sdrnn»,  Kftjit,  Kritik  dn-r.V.fL  M.  Kiuit  m 
iay»t  r«  thie  oueioot  diifaciic,  wli«a  hi$  ditcfibes  it  as  «  mpbtttiul  «rt  cT 
girim  UlMlMi  the  M^pmnmo^  of  iniUi.  Tli«  t«<ntiaiv«  «m  of  diftlKtif  nty 
aetriy  tcncgpMuM  villi  Iuk  o«n . 

•  Soph.  KktuOi.  11.  ]..(. 
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combined  with  the  universality  of  their  aims,  and  the 
consequent  failure  of  each  in  the  attempt  to  resolve  diffi- 
culties beyond  their  respective  provinces— all  this  could 
hardly  fail  to  produce  a  spirit  of  scepticism,  which  should 
end  in  denying  the  possibility  of  attaining  to  truth  at 
alP.     The   decline    of    the    philosophy   of    things   was 
naturally  accompanied  by  a  corresponding  rise  of  the 
method  of  words ;  the  denial  of  all  real  truth  stimulated 
the  invention  of  verbal  devices  for  producing  the  appear- 
ance of  truth  as  occasion  might  require.     Such  was  the 
origin    of  the   eristic  method  of  the    Sophists.      They 
employed  it  chiefly  to  enforce  tbeir  leading  dogma  of 
the  unreality  of  all  knowlc<!gc,  apeciilfttivo  or  practical. 
Accordingly,  they  endoaroured,  by  tngmiioilB  «ppUcauou» 
of  tho  dialectic  mode  of  raukining,  to  inTolrc  those  with 
whom    they   disputed    in    aelf-connadiciion»    nnd   ab- 
surditicK ;  thus  contributing  at  tho  MOie  tiioo  to  under- 
mine all  fixed  principles  of  knowledge^  and  to  procure 
a   temporary    triumph   for  the   disputant.     With   those 
practical  apy)licationd  of  the  dialectic  method,  seem  to 
have  been  coupled  corresponding  speculations  on  the 
theory  of  thought,  and  of  its  exponent,  language ;  traces  of 
which  remain  in  the  doctrine  attributed  to  Protagoraa, 
denying    the    pobbibility  of  /alMihood  in   opiniou    or 
«pcech,  from  the  absence   of  any  objective   reality  in 
thing»";    and   in    the  Uieory   noticed   by  Plato   in    the 
Cmtyhu,  which,  almost  anticipating  tlie  views  of  Hobbes 
and  Condillac,  declared  the  knowledge  of  things  to  be 
dependent  on  the  right  use  of  word^  \    At  a  later  period, 
tlie  eristic  method  waa  adopted  and  pursued  to  a  eon- 
siderable  extent  by  Euclid  of  Megara,  and  his  sucee^sorb 
Eubulides,  Diodorus  Cronus,  Alexinus,  and  Siilpo. 

•8l|ePktts7V*<.p.I62.  Oraly/.|L38«.4W.  Van  H««udc,/»ii.«.n.l2l. 


On  the  other  hand,  the  method  of  Socrates  partook  Socrates, 
largely  of  the  veigaoTiKfj,  or  tentative,  which  Aristotle 
describes  as  follows,  rj  yag  veiga(rTtXY}  kcTTi  hscXs)CTixri  ng  xa) 
Qewgei  ov  tov  elhora,  aXXoi  tov  dyvoovvTot  xa)  irgocTTOiovfAevov. 
The  opinion  which  Socrates  entertained  of  the  pro- 
fessions of  his  contemporaries,  and  his  manner  of 
exposing  their  ignorance,  appears  in  his  well-known 
explanation  of  the  oracle  which  pronounced  him  the 
wisest  of  men*;  and  the  same  conviction  and  exposure 
of  ignorance  and  pretension  constantly  appear  in  the 
Platonic  dialogues,  as  well  as  in  the  Memorabilia  of 
Xeuophon\  For  this  purpotte,  he  in^iiitii  on  the  superior 
fitness  of  his  own  brief  discourses  to  the  longer  mode  of 
reasoning  employed  by  M>uie  of  tlie  Sophintz»,  and  says 
ituit  iBany  orators  can  dificonrse  ably  at  length,  but  that, 
if  examined  by  searching  questioiid^  they  are  like  written 
books,  unable  to  reply'.  In  the  xome  spirit,  like  Bacon 
and  Desicartes  in  modem  times,  be  urges  the  neeesaiCjr 
of  a  purification  of  the  mind  from  prejudice  and  fal^e 
opinions,  as  a  necessary  preliminary  to  the  iuTestigaUon 
of  truth ;  the  principal  means  of  purification  being  Dia- 
lectic*. 

In  all  this,  as  well  as  in  the  Dialectic  of  Plato,  we  find 
no  anticipation  of  any  important  part  of  the  Aristo* 
telian  Analytic ;  though  the  various  nuHliticotionx  of  the 
dialectic  form  may  have  contributed  more  or  \e4A  to  thai 
systematized  method  of  disputation  exhibited  in  the 
two  laiit  treatit^es  of  the  Organon.  Tlie  antecedents  of 
Ari^totle^s  more  strictly  logical  labourx  appear  in  other 
and  more  subordinate  points  of  the  philosophy  of  his 
prcdeoewow»      We  may  paH.s  over,  aa  un<|uestionably 

>  or.  ruto.  s^kt,  fk.  130.  Xcmf^.  ^fft^. ».  e.  f.  'i— e. 

f  P%dB4fi,p.'Z75.  Prtfd^.  pu  Me. 

•  TluMt.  |)L  lAO.    Cr.  8opki$l,  pt  t^»  vhcore  tK«  StCfitio  mothoi  » 
thniii^Yi  S«Kr*lM  U  Dec  th*  «pc*kcb 
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forgeries  of  a  later  penod,  the  Categories  attributed  to 
Archytas,  and  the  other  logical  relics  of  the  Pythagorean 
school*.      There    remain    two    important    logical    dis- 
coveries attributed  by  Aristotle  to  Socrates,  Induction 
and  Definition  ^     The  Induction,  however,  of  Socrates 
is  not,  like  that  of  Aristotle,  a  strictly  formal    process 
of  reasoning  from  the  aggregate  of  particulars  to  the 
universal  constituted  by  them.     It  rather  resembles  the 
^  Aristotelian   Example    or    Parable  %   being    a    material 
inference  from  a  selected  number  of  similar  or  analogous 
cases  to  another  individual  instance  under  discussion. 
As  a  specimen,  may  be  taken   the  following  argument 
from  the  Gorgias.     2X2.  T/  ovv;  6  roL  tixtovix^  fiefiaSrixcos 
TexTovixOfj  ^  ov;    FOP.  Na/.     212.  Ovxouv  xu)  6  rot  fAOua-iKot, 
fjL0u<rix6s ;    FOP.   N«/.     212.   Kai  6  ra   laiTgixa  iaTg^xo$ ;    xa\ 
t^AAa  ovto)  xotra,  rov  avrov  Xoyov   6  fLSfjiotOrixcog  %xa7Ta  toiouto$ 
loTiv   olov   ri   e-jriOTYifn^Y)   exa<rTOv   a-Tregycit^ETai ;    POP.    Ilavo  yg. 
212.  Ovxouv  xara  toutov  rov  \6yov  xoCi  b  ra  llxcuoc  /u^/xa9)jx»^ 
6lxM0$;   rOP.  YlavTcos  hrjirotj'^.     A  reasoning  of  this  kind 
has   no   place   in    a   system    of    Formal    Logic.      That 
science  recognises  no  inference  that  is  not  necessitated 
by  the  laws  of  thought;  whereas  in  instances  like  the 
above,  it  is  obvious  that  the  premises  may  be  true,  and 
y"et  the   conclusion  false®.     Or  two  specimens  may  be 
found,  both   complying  with   the    above   form,   one    of 
which  shall  carry  conviction  to  every  reasonable  man, 
while  the  other  is  utterly  worthless.     Its   moral  force 
may  thus  vary  "  from  the  highest  moral  certainty  to  the 
very  lowest  presumption  ^"     Its  logical  value  is  zero. 

•  See  Hamilton's  Reid,  p.  686. 

•>  Metaph.  xii.  4, 5.     Auo  yip  iartv  &  ris  fty  airoZolr)  ^atKpdrei  Socaiwj,  tojJ* 
T*  iwoKTiKovs  \^ov5  KoX  rb  dpl^tadai  kc^6\ov. 

•  Arist.  J24ctf.  ii.  ftO.  4.    lU^afi^k^  ^^^m^tftnufd. 

•  Of  vhieli  tbe  ubcrrt  exMatpU  h  tMtt^  m  ■  «yediDM  bj  Docthlus, 
'  Batkr,  iDtroAMlloQ  t»  AAtkfy. 


The  Definition  of  Socrates  has  also  more  of  a  material  Socratic 
than  a  logical  character.  He  continually  distinguishes  ^^^°'''^''' 
between  the  essence  and  the  qualities  of  a  thing,  and 
insists  on  determining  what  a  thing  is,  rather  than  what 
It  resembles^ ;  a  distinction  afterwards  repudiated  by  his 
disciple  Antisthenes,  who  denied  the  possibility  of  real 
definition.  But  Definition,  as  treated  by  Socrates,  is  a 
contribution,  not  to  Logic,  but  to  Metaphysics.  It  does 
not  analyse  by  the  laws  of  pure  thought  the  contents  of 
a  given  notion;  but  endeavours  to  penetrate  the  real 
essence  of  things ^  The  same  may  in  some  degree  be 
said  of  the  Aristotelian  treatment  of  Definition  in  the 
Posterior  Analytics. 

In  the  imperfect  Socratic  Schools,  as  they  are  sometimes  Socratic 
called.  Logic,  so  far  as  it  was  cultivated  at  all,  appears  to  S^^^^oL?. 
have  gone  back  to  the  frivolities  of  the  Sophists,  instead 
of  advancing  from,  or  even  retaining,  the  position  gained 
by  Socrates.     To  Antisthenes,  the  founder  of  the  Cynics, 
are  attributed  two  theories;  the  one  a  direct  reversal  of 
the  teaching  of  Socrates;  the  other  an  apparent  return  to 
the  sensational  and  verbal  standard  of  Protagoras.     The 
first  of  these  denied  the  possibility  of  ascertaining  the 
nature  of  any  thing  by  definition*:    the  second  denied 
the  possibility  of  contradiction,  and,  by  consequence,  of 
falsehood ^     The   captious   reasonings  of  the   Sophists 
also  appear  again,  as  has  been  already  observed,  in  the 
Megarian  School,  especially  in  its  later  development^ 
From  the  position  constantly  assigned  to  Socrates  in  piato. 

8  Cf.  Gorgias,  p.  448.  Theeet.  p.  146. 

••  Cf.  Fries,  System  der  Logik,  §.  3.  For  specimens  of  the  Socratic 
Definition  and  the  Dialectic  Method,  see  the  inquiries  into  the  nature  of 
piety,  justice,  wi«k».  ^.  Xcn.  Mem.  iv.  6.;  of  hoHnc*i.  Pluln.  BuiJL,. 
pJ^rc^^  I».  5  :  of  itrtiMv  Vnu^  p.  71. 

»  Arin.  .WrUjik  Tii,  J.  Cf.  PmiiU,  ^^)l.  i,  p.  )|, 

^  Arifl,  .Vrr<v^  IT,  89.  Cf.  Prmiitl»  tkA.  i,  p.  91. 

•  Pnmtl,  Tol.  L  p.  .13. 
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the  Platonic  Dialogues,  it  is  impossible  to  determine 
with  any  accuracy  how  much  of  the  doctrines  and 
methods  advocated  in  those  writings  is  due  to  the  master, 
and  how  much  has  been  added  by  his  disciple.  From 
the  express  testimony  of  Aristotle,  however,  we  may 
conclude  that  Socrates  did  not,  like  Plato,  maintain  the 
existence  of  ideas  separate  from  the  sensible  phenomena 
of  the  world";  and  consequently,  that  the  exaltation  of 
Dialectic  from  its  tentative  use  to  the  rank  of  the  science 
of  absolute  being,  a  view  intimately  connected  with  the 
ideal  theory,  is  due  to  Plato  rather  than  to  Socrates..  To 
Plato  also  probably  belong  in  a  great  degree  the  methods 
of  (TwayoDyvj  and  haige<ng,  mentioned  in  the  Phaedrus  as  the 
two  principal  parts  of  Dialectic,  and  illustrated  at  some 
length  in  the  Sophistes  and  the  Politicus".  The  former 
consists  in  the  collection  of  a  number  of  scattered 
objects,  in  reference  to  one  idea,  with  a  view  to  definition ; 
the  latter  in  a  gradual  dichotomy,  by  means  of  contrary 
or  contradictory  members,  so  as  to  ascertain  as  accurately 
as  possible  the  number  of  subordinate  species  contained 
under  each  genus.  It  is  the  careful  performance  of  this 
process,  proceeding  gradually  through  the  intermediate 
classes  to  the  lowest,  that  especially  distinguishes  the 
tnie  dialectic  method  from  the  eristic*.  These  pro- 
cesses, for  which  Plato  was  perhaps  in  some  degree  in- 
debted to  the  Eleatic  and  Megaric  Philosophy  p,  may  be 

■  Metaph.  xii.  4.  5.  'AAA'  6  ix^v  'ZwKpdrrjs  rh  Ka96Xov  ov  x<»pi<rrh  iiroUi  ohl\ 
rovs  Spifffiovs'  oi  8'  ^Xf^piaay,  Ka\  to  rotavra  rwv  6utwv  iUa%  wpotrrrySpfvaau. 

n  PfuFdrux,  p.  265.  277.  Soph.  p.  218.  253.  Polit.  p.  262.  286.  Phileb. 
p.  16. 

«  PhiUb.  p.  17.  With  this  may  be  compared  Baton's  aphorism  on  the 
importance  of  axlomata  media,  Nov.  Org.  1.  i.  aph.  19.  Bacon  indeed, 
(aph.  105.)  intimates  that  his  own  method  was  perhaps  anticipated  by 
Plato,  and  this  hint  has  been  developed  at  greater  length  by  Coleridge 
in  his  Treatise  on  Method.  But  the  accuracy  of  the  parallel  may  be 
questioned. 

P  Cf.  St&llbaum,  Prolegomena  in  Philebum,  p.  16. 
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regarded  as  the  precursors  of  the  Aristotelian  doctrine 
of  searching  for  definitions  by  the  two  opposite  methods, 
afterwards  known  as  those  of  Division  and  Induction^ 

Id  Plato  we  find  also  the  analysis  of  the  Proposition, 
with  the  noun  and  the  verb  as  its  constituent  elements; 
the  union  of  the  two  being  necessary  to  every  assertion. 
Aiavo/a^  and  \oyos  correspond  to  each  other  as  the  6t<ra, 
and  6  ?f«,  A^TyoiT  of  Aristotle ;  the  former  being  internal 
discourse  without  speech,  the  latter  external,  by  the 
voice.  A<Syog  is  divided  into  <f«(r*?  and  M<pa<ris\  In  this 
passage,  Plato  has  furnished  the  groundwork  of  the 
grammatical  researches  of  the  De  Interpretatione. 

The  three  highest  laws  of  thought,  the  Principles  of 
Identity,  Contradiction,  and  Excluded  Middle,  are  also 
indicated,  though  not  explicitly  enunciated,  in  Plato*. 
But  neither  he  nor  Aristotle  has  accurately  distinguished 
between  their  very  different  positions  in  Logic  and  in 
Metaphysics.  Indeed,  this  distinction  cannot  be  con- 
sidered as  having  been  made  with  exactness  by  any 
philosopher  before  Kant. 

Some  few  elements  of  the  Logic  of  Aristotle  thus  Aristotle, 
appear  in  the  philosophy  of  his  predecessors;  though 
the  science  was  not  accurately  distinguished  either  from 
Grammar  or  from  Metaphysics.  A  distinct  treatment  of 
logical  questions  was  undeniably  first  undertaken  by  the 
Stagirite ;  though  still,  if  we  regard  the  Organon  as  a 
single  work,  with  a  considerable  admixture  of  extraneous 

1  See  Anal.  Post.  ii.  13.  and  Appendix,  note  C. 
'  Sophist,  p.  262. 

•  The  Principle  of  Identity  may  be  gathered  from  the  Sophistes,  p.  254« 
those  of  Contradiction  and  Excluded  Middle,  from  the  Republic  iv' 
p.  *36.  the  Phado,  p.  103.  and  the  Sophistes,  p.  252.  250.  The  two  latter 
prmciples  also  appear  in  the  Second  Alcibiades,  p.  139;  but  this  dialogue 
IS  generaUy  aUowed  to  be  spurious.  Aristotle  enunciates  them  more 
distinctly,  Jnal.  Pr.  ii.  2.  Anal.  Post.  i.  11.  i.  2.  ii.  13.  Metaph.  iii.  3.  x.  6. 
m.  7.  IX.  4. 
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matters,  which  a  more  accurate  classification  of  the 
sciences  would  relegate  to  Metaphysics,  to  Psychology, 
to  Rhetoric,  or  to  Grammar.  But  Aristotle  must  not  be 
considered  as  responsible  for  the  present  composition  of 
the  Organon,  but  only  for  six  distinct  treatises,  which 
his  commentators  have  combined  into  one  volume*.  Of 
these,  the  latter  part  of  the  De  Interpret atione  and  the 
Prior  Analytics  may  be  regarded  as  containing  most  of 
the  essential  parts  of  pure  Logic ;  though,  as  regards  the 
laws  and  forms  of  judgment  in  some  degree,  and  of 
conception  almost  entirely,  much  must  be  added  and 
much  retrenched,  before  we  can  bring  the  entire  pro- 
ducts of  pure  thought  into  harmony  with  the  elaborate 
development  of  the  various  forms  of  the  syllogism.  The 
treatise  on  the  Categories,  with  the  early  part  of  the  De 
Interpretationej  is  grammatical  rather  than  logical,  with 
a  few  trespasses  on  the  domain  of  Metaphysics;  while 
the  Posterior  Analytics,  together  with  the  Topics  and 
Sophistic  Refutations,  contain  applications  of  Logic  to 
necessary  and  contingent  matter  in  demonstration  and 
dialectic  disputation,  and  should  be  accurately  classed 
rather  as  parts  of  the  Logica  utens  than  of  the  Logica 
docens.  But  we  are  not  justified  in  criticising  the  Organon 
of  Aristotle  as  though  it  were  a  single  work  composed  on 
a  single  subject. 

Of  the  post- Aristotelian  Logicians,  my  limits  will  only 
allow  a  very  brief  notice.  To  Theophrastus  i^  attributed 
the  invention  of  the  Hypothetical  Syllogism,  which  was 
afterwards  more  fully  developed  by  Eudemus  and  the 

»  On  the  composition  of  the  Organon,  some  further  remarks  will  be 
found,  Prolegomena  Logica,  p.  261.  (2nd  ed.  p.  280.)  The  name  Organon, 
according  to  M.  St.  Hilaire,  was  not  habitually  given  to  the  collected 
works  before  the  15th  century.  Memoire,  vol.  i.  p.  J9.  At  an  earUer 
date  however  this  title  seems  to  have  been  assigned  to  the  Posterior 
Analytics,  from  which  it  was  afterwards  extended  to  the  other  works. 
Cf.  Waitz,  vol.  ii.  p.  293.    Prantl,  vol.  i.  p.  89. 
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Stoics      The  Stoics  have  already  been   noticed  as  the  TheStoics. 

probable  authors  of  the  name  Logic,  and  of  the  division 

of   philosophy  into    Logic,   Physics,  and  Ethics.     The 
Stoical   Logic,  while  it  had   less   admixture  of  Meta- 
physics than  the  Aristotelian",  embraced  on  the  other 
hand  considerably  more  of  Grammar  and  of  Rhetoric. 
It  was  divided  into  two  parts.  Dialectic  and  Rhetoric,  to 
which    some    added   a   third,  the    ogiKov  or   doctrine'  of 
Definition,  employed    as   a   criterion  of  truth'.     Their 
Dialectic,  which  also  contained  a  considerable  mixture 
of  Grammar,  was  defined  as  the  science  of  rightly  con- 
versing in  question  and  answer,  as  Rhetoric  was  that  of 
continuous  speech,  and  was  divided  into  two  principal 
parts ;  one  of  which  treated  of  words,  and  the  other  of 
the  things  signified  by  words^.     It  is  criticised  by  Cicero, 
as  prolix  in  the  treatment  of  judgment,  deficient  in  that  of 
invention ^     It  also,  particularly  in  the  hands  of  Chry- 
sippus,  contained  many  of  the  same  captious  sophisms 
which  had  occupied  the  Megaric  School.    Their  Rhetoric 
contained  four  parts.  Invention,  Elocution,  Division,  and 
Action.     Cicero  appears  to  have  entertained   no  very 
high  opinion  of  it*.     But  of  the  details  of  the  Stoical 
Logic  very  little  is  known^ 

The  Epicureans,  on  the  other  hand,  professed  a  con-  The  Epi- 
tempt  for  Dialectic  %  and  regarded  Logic,  which  they 

«  See  Trendelenburg,  Logisnhe  Untersuchungen,  vol.  i.  p.  21. 
*  Diog.  Laert.  vii.  41. 

y  Diog.  Laert.  vii.  43.  62,  Seneca,  Ep.  89.  Cf.  Prantl,  i.  p.  414. 
^  Top.  C.  De  Oral.  ii.  159.  With  these  passages  may  be  compared  the 
following  :  Ol  ^h  ^rrh  rrjs  aroas  dpiCSfieuot  r^u  StaKeKriK^u  iiriirr-hfx-nv  rov  «5 
K^y^LV  dplCoyrai,  rh  Bh  65  \4y,iy  iy  ry  ri^Kvdrj  kuI  irpaaiiKovra  \iyuv  ,hai 
ridefxfuoi,  TovTo  Sh  Wiou  ijyoifi^yoi  rod  4,i\o(r6<pov,  kut^  rris  reA.cordrrjs  <pi\o- 
<ro<pias  ^4povaiv  ahr6,  Ka\  Bih  rovro  ,x6vos  6  (pi\6(ro<po^  «af  (xirobs  5taA€icTi«Js. 
Alexander  in  Topica,  p.  3.  {SehoUa,  p.  251.  a.  22) 

*  De  Fin.  iv.  7. 

*»  St.  Hilaire,  Memoire,  vol.  ii.  p.  135. 

«  Laert.  x.  31.     Cf.  Seneca,  Ep.  89. 
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called  Canonic,  merely  as  an  adjunct  to  physical  science. 
They  paid  no  regard  to  Syllogism,  Induction,  or  Defi- 
nition, but  confined  their  logical  method  to  a  set  of 
rules  for  the  investigation  of  physical  truth ^.  A  detailed 
account  of  these  is  given  by  Gassendi,  De  Origine 
Logicce,  c.  7. 

The  Greek     To   the   Philosophers   succeeded  the   Commentators. 

tators.  These  contributed  but  little  new  material  to  logical 
science,  but  did  a  good  deal  for  the  explanation  and 
illustration  of  the  text  of  Aristotle,  and  assisted  in  some 
degree  in  fixing  the  language  of  the  science  ^  The 
Greek  Commentators  on  the  Organon  are  principally 
valuable  to  a  modern  reader,  from  the  interesting  his- 
torical notices  which  they  furnish  of  philosophers  whose 
original  contributions  to  the  science  have  perished. 
I   Of  the  extant   Greek    Commentators,  the   earliest   and 

Alexander,  best  is  Alexander  of  Aphrodisias^,  whose  eminence  is 

testified  by  the  title  of  the  Commentator  (6  eJij-yijTiJ^),  a 

title  afterwards  given    to  the   Arabian    Averroes.     The 

school   of  Greek    Commentators   extends  to  the  latter 

Other        part  of  the  sixth  century ;    the  principal  writers,  after 

Commen- 

tators.       Alexander,    are     Themistius,     Ammonius,    David     the 

Armenian,  Simplicius,  and  Philoponus. 

Porphyry.       The  only  important  addition  to  the  matter  of  logical 

science  emanated  from  the  Neo-Platonic  school.     The 

el<raywyyi  or  Introduction   to  the  Categories,  written  by 

\  Porphyry  in  the  third  century,  is  the  original  source  of 

^  Trendelenburg,  Kategorienlehre,  p.  232.     Cf.  Prantl,  i.  p.  402. 

«  St.  Hilaire,  Memoire^  vol.  ii.  p.  123, 145. 

'  Galen,  in  point  of  time,  is  a  few  years  earlier  than  Alexander,  but  no 
important  commentary  of  his  is  extant.  Of  the  numerous  logical  writings 
attributed  to  him,  there  remains  only  a  small  treatise,  irepi  twv  irapk  r^v 
\€^iv  ao^ifffxiroiVy  to  which  has  recently  been  added  the  Elaafoay^  Ato- 
KfKTiK^  discovered  and  published  by  M.  Mynas.  The  genuineness  of  both 
is  questionable,  and  neither  is  of  any  great  logical  value.  Galen's 
invention  of  the  fourth  figure  of  Syllogism  (attributed  to  him  by  Averroes) 
js  doubtful.     See  below,  p.  77.  note  x. 


the  fivefold  classification  of  the  Predicables,  adopted  by  I 
most  subsequent  Logicians.     Whether  this  classification  '■ 
is  an  improvement  on,  or  consistent  with,  the  Aristote- 
lian doctrine,  admits  of  considerable  question &. 

The  Greek  Abridgments  of  Aristotle,  though  in  point  Greek 
of  chronology  they  extend  below  the  scholastic  period,  ^^^fgf 
are  in  matter  rather  connected  with  the  preceding  series 
of  Commentators.     While  the   Scholastic  Logic  began 
in  the  extreme  west  of  Europe,  the  Greek  Logicians  of 
this  class  belong  entirely  to  the   extreme  east,  or  to 
Asia.     John  of  Damascus,  in  the  early  part  of  the  eighth  Joannes 
century,   made    a    brief    analysis    of    the    Isagoge    of^enus. 
Porphyry  and  of  the  Categories,  and  is  remarkable  as 
one  of  the  first  who  applied  Logic  to  Theology.     Photius,  Photius. 
the  learned  and  turbulent  Patriarch  of  Constantinople 
in  the  ninth  century,  was  the  author  of  abridgments  of 
the   Categories   and   the    De  Interpretatione.     Michael 
Psellus  the  younger,  in  the  eleventh  century,  composed  Psellus. 
a  Synopsis  of  the  Categories  and  of  Porphyry's  Intro- 
duction.    To  Psellus  has  also  been  attributed  a  Synopsis 
of  the   Organon,  published   by  Ehinger   in    1597,   the 
contents  of  which  correspond   almost  to  a  word  with 
those  of  the  celebrated  Latin  text  book  of  the  thirteenth 
and    following    centuries,   the    Summulce    Logicales    of 
Petrus    Hispanus.     The    latter   work   has  been  by  the 
majority    of   critics   regarded   as   a   translation    of    the 
former;   but  there  are  some  difliculties  connected  with 
this   view   which   have   not   as    yet  been   satisfactorily 
disposed  of^     The  most  remarkable  work  of  this  kind 

« 

8  See  below,  p.  24,  note  q. 

*•  That  Hispanus  is  a  mere  translator  of  Psellus  is  maintained  by 
Keckermann,  by  Buhle,  and  recently  by  Prantl.  On  the  other  hand,  Sir 
W.  Hamilton  {Discussions,  pp.  128, 673. 2nd  ed. )  is  of  opinion  that  the  Greek 
is  a  translation  from  the  Latin,  and  of  course  erroneously  attiibuted  to 
Psellus.  The  strongest  argument  in  favour  of  the  former  opinion  is  the 
remarkable  fact,  recently  discovered  by  Prantl,  of  the  existence  in  manu- 
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IS  the  Epitome  Logica  of  Nicephoriis  Bleminidas,  written 
in  the  thirteenth  century,  which  has  been  quoted  as 
containing  the  earliest  instance  of  that  system  of  logical 
mnemonics  which  the  schoolmen  afterwards  brought  to 
such  perfection i.     The  list  of  Greek  Logicians  closes 

script  of  other  Latin  compendia  similar  in  contents  to  the  Summula,  and 
having  the  appearance  of  distinct  translations  from  the  same  original. 
To  this  must  he  added  the  testimony  of  the  Augsburg  MS.  used  by 
Ehinger,  (now  at  Munich,)  which  is  inscribed  rov  ffo^oorirov  -V^Wov  tis 
riiy  'ApiffTortKovs  KoyiK^v  ^nKrT-fjfirjv  awoxl/is. 
On  the  other  hand  it  should  be  observed, 

lo.  That  there  is  in  the  Bodleian  Library  (Cod.  Misc.  cclxxv.f.  282. b.) 
a  MS.   inscribed  4k   ttjs   StoAe/cTi/c^s  rod  Mata-rwpos  n^rpov  rov  'lairapov 
ipfiriueia  rov  ^xo^apiov.     This  MS.  [  have  examined  in  several  places,  and 
find  it  to  correspond  exactly  with  the  work  published  by  Ehinger  under 
the  name  of  Psellus.    There  are  also  extant  four  other  MSS.  having  the 
same  title  and  the  same  beginning,  {Aia\€KriK'h  eVrt  tc'x»^  rex^wi/  /cal 
imffr-hn-n  ^marvfiwy,)  viz.  one  at  Florence,  (Bandini,  vol.  iii.  p.  19.)  one 
at  Madrid,  (Triarte,  vol.  i.  p.  276.)  one  at  Vienna,  (Lambec.  vol.  viii.  p. 
818.)  and  one  at  Milan,  (Allatius  apud  Fabricium,  Bibl.  Gra^c.  vol.  xi.  p. 
392.  Harles.)     Of  these  the  three  last  are  expressly  ascribed  to  Scho- 
lanus  as  the  translator.    A  sixth  MS.  at  Moscow  with  the   same  title 
IS  mentioned  by  Fabricius,  (vol.  xi.  p.  337.  Harles,)  but  I  have  not  been 
able  to  ascertain  any  thing  about  its  contents, 

2o.  It  is  evident  that  the  Author  of  the  Summul*  was  very  ignorant  of 
Greek.  His  derivation  of  Dialectica,  «  A  dia  quod  est  duo,  et  logos  quod 
est  sermo^yel  iexis  quod  est  ratio;  quasi  duorum  sermo  vel  ratio,"  could 
hardly  have  been  made  by  a  translator  from  the  Greek  Synopsis,  where 
the  derivation  is  given  correctly. 

^  30.  The  only  mnemonic  which  occurs  in  the  body  of  the  Greek  Synopsis 
is  one  for  the  opposition  of  modals,  expressed  by  the  words.  dovXoi^,yai 
i\id6,s  wapuaffiSv  4Krp4xovffi.  The  use  of  the  diphthong  would  hardly  have 
occun-ed  to  an  original  writer,  though  naturally  suggested  by  the  purpurea, 
lUace,  amabimus,  edentuli  of  the  Latin  logician. 

On  the  whole,  the  weight  of  evidence  seems  decidedly  in  favour  of  the 
opmion  which  considers  the  Greek  Synopsis  to  be  a  translation  of  the 
SummulEB  of  Hispanus,  probably  made  by  Gecrgius  Scholarius,  afterwards 
known  as  Geunadius. 

For  some  of  the  materials  of  this  note  I  am  indebted  to  a  private 
communication  from  the  late  Sir  W.  Hamilton,  whose  published  opinion 
has  been  referred  to  already. 

•  See  St.  Hilaire,  Memoire,  vol.  ii.p.  160.  It  may  be  questioned  whether 
the  Latin  Logicians  aie  indebted  to  the  Greek  in  this  respect.  See  Sir 
\Y.  Hamilton's  Discussions,  p.  128,  67 J,  and  below,  p.  84. 


with  the  names  of  George  Pachyraeres  of  Constantinople,  Pachy- 
author  of  an  abridgment  of  the  Isagoge  and  the  Gate-  ^^^®^' 
gories;  and  of  Leo  Magentinus,  Metropolitan  of  Myti-LeoMa- 
lene,  author  of  an  Exegesis  of  the  De  Interpretatione,  ^^"^'''''^* 
principally  taken  from  Ammonius,  and  of  Commentaries, 
some  of  which  are  still  unpublished.     To  this  list,  some 
have  added  the  name  of  George  of  Trebizond;  but  he,Georgius 
though  a  Greek  by  birth,  is  better  known  as  a  resident '^'"T" 
at  Rome,  and,  as  an  author,  by  his  Latin  translations 
and  abridgments  of  Aristotle.     His  name  is  rather  con- 
nected  with  a  different  phase   of  philosophy,  with  the 
Platonic  and  Aristotelian   controversies  in    the  time  of 
Pope  Nicholas  V. 

The  progress  of  Logic  among  the  Latins  presents  in  Latin  Lo- 
one  respect  a  contrast  to  that  among  the  Greeks.     With^^^'^"^' 
the  latter,  the  age  of  abridgments  and  distinct  treatises 
followed    that   of    commentaries;    with    the    former,   it 
preceded.     The  earliest  work  of  a  logical  character  in 
Latin  is  the  abridgment  of  Aristotle's  Topics  by  Cicero ;  cicero. 
the  object  of  which,  however,  is  rather  rhetorical  than 
dialectical.      This    treatise,    which    was    written    from 
memory,  differs  in  many  respects  considerably  from  the 
original.      After    Cicero,   we    find   nothing   but   a    few 
allusions  to  the  subject  in  Quintilian  and  Aulus  Gellius'', 
till  we  come  to  the  short  account  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
De  Interpretatione  and  the  Prior  Analytics,  written  in 
the   second  century  by  Apuleius.     This  occurs  in  theApuleius. 
third  book  of  his  treatise  Be  Dogmate  Platonis  ;  and  the 
singular   error  of  attributing   the    syllogistic   theory  to 
Plato  has  caused   the   genuineness   of  this  book   to  be 
questioned^     The  only  other  logical  writings  in  Latin  Augustine, 
before   Boethius,  are   the    two   works   attributed   to  St. 
Augustine;    the  one,  an  abridgment  of  the  Categories, 

••  See  St.  Hilaire,  Memoire,  vol.  ii.  p.  165. 
'  Hildebrand,  De  Avtileii  Scriptis,  p.  xliv. 
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now  generally  allowed  to  be  spurious,  but  probably 
written  about  the  same  period ;  the  other,  an  unfinished 
treatise  called  Principia  Dialectica,  the  commencement 
of  an  essay  on  language  with  a  view  to  disputation. 
To  these  must  be  added  the  singular  allegory  of  Mar- 

Capella.  cianus  Capella,  on  the  Marriage  of  Mercury  and  Philo- 
logy ;  a  medley  of  prose  and  verse,  composed  probably 
towards  the  end  of  the  fifth  century.  The  Seven  Liberal 
Arts,  afterwards  so  celebrated  as  forming  the  Trivium, 
and  Quadrivium,  or  Encyclopaedia  of  the  middle  ages, 
appear  in  the  following  order,  Grammar,  Dialectic, 
Rhetoric,  Geometry,  Arithmetic,  Astronomy,  and  Music™. 
Dialectic  is  represented  as  a  female  of  a  sour  counte- 
nance, holding  in  her  left  hand  a  serpent,  and  in  her 
right  a  hook  baited  with  sundry  formulae.  She  discloses 
her  wisdom  by  a  brief  abstract  of  the  Isagoge  of  Por- 
phyry and  of  the  first  three  treatises  of  Aristotle.  This 
is  followed  by  an  account  of  hypothetical  syllogisms; 
and  the  lady  is  about  to  proceed  to  an  exposition  of 
sophisms,  when  she  is  interrupted  and  very  summarily 
dismissed  by  Minerva. 

Boethiu^.  Boethius,  in  the  sixth  century,  is  the  only  commentator 
proper  among  the  Latins.  He  has  left  a  considerable 
number  of  valuable  logical  works,  viz.  two  commentaries 
on  the  Isagoge  of  Porphyry,  one  on  the  Categories,  two 
on  the  De  Interpretatione,  and  translations  of  the  other 
parts  of  the  Organon;  besides  original  treatises  on  the 


"»  M.  St.  Hilaire  has  committed  an  oversight  in  citing  the  division  of 
the  Seven  Liberal  Arts  from  the  Dialectic  of  Augustine.  No  such  division 
occurs  there ;  though  one  nearly  the  same  is  found  in  his  second  Book 
De  Ordine,  ch.  J  3.  M.  Haureau  {de  la  Philosophie  Scholastiqite,  vol.  i. 
p.  21.)  attributes  the  invention  of  this  classification  to  Capella,  which  is 
hardly  reconcileable  with  the  above  reference.  The  Seven  Liberal  Arts 
were  afterwards  exhibited  in  the  following  mnemonic : 

*'  Cham,  loquitur,  Dia.  vera  docet,  Rhet.  verba  colorat, 
Mm.  canit,  Ar.  numerat,  Geo.  ponderat,  Ast.  colit  astra." 
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Categorical  and  Hypothetical  Syllogism,  on  Division,  on 
Definition,  and  on  Topical  Differences ;  together  with  a 
commentary  on  the  Topics  of  Cicero.  His  works  are 
of  great  importance  in  the  history  of  Logic.  They  form 
the  connecting  link  between  the  Greek  and  Scholastic 
writings,  and  were,  with  those  of  Augustine  and  Capella, 
the  principal  authority  of  subsequent  generations,  at  a 
time  when  the  Greek  language  was  but  little  cultivated,  | 
and  when  the  original  fountains  of  logical  science  were  \ 
consequently  inaccessible. 

Contemporary  with  Boethius  was  Cassiodorus  theCassiodo- 
Senator,  the  author  of  a  Treatise  on  the  Seven  Liberal  ^"^' 
Arts.  His  Dialectic  contains  a  brief  analysis  of  the 
Isagoge  of  Porphyry  and  the  Organon  of  Aristotle,  with 
additions,  a  considerable  portion  being  borrowed  from 
Apuleius  and  Boethius.  His  analysis  of  the  Organon 
does  not  include  the  Sophistic  Refutations,  but  contains 
a  separate  chapter  De  Paralogismis,  which  treats  of 
purely  logical  fallacies.  The  arrangement  of  the  work 
is  by  no  means  methodical,  and  extraneous  matters 
are  introduced  which  properly  belong  to  Rhetoric. 

The  works  attributed  to  Augustine,  together  with  those  Early 
of  Capella,  Cassiodorus,  and  a  part  of  Boethius,  formed  Logicians. 
the  sole  sources  of  the  Latin  mediaeval  Logic  down  to 
the  twelfth  century".  The  materials  furnished  by  these 
writings  appear  in  the  logical  treatises  of  those  authors 
who  flourished  previous  to  the  rise  of  scholasticism 
proper,  the  principal  of  whom  are  Isidorus  Hispalensis 
in  the  seventh  century,  Alcuin  in  the  eighth,  Rabanus 
Maurus  and  Scotus  Erigena  in  the  ninth,  Gerbert,  after- 
wards Pope  Sylvester  H,  in  the  tenth,  and  the  monks  of 
St.  Gall°,  especially  Notker  Labeo,  in  the  early  part  of  the 

"  Prantl,  vol.  ii.  p.  2. 

'»  For  an  account  of  these  and  other  writers  of  the  same  period,  see 
Prantl,  vol.  ii.  sect.  18. 
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eleventh.  From  the  middle  of  the  eleventh  century 
may  be  dated  the  rise  of  the  Scholastic  Philosophy 
properly  so  called. 

The  body  of  Arabian  Commentators  derive  their  ap- 
-  pellation  from  the  language  in  which  they  wrote :  their 
places  of  residence   were   various,  and    none    of  them 
within  the  limits  of  Arabia.     In  fact,  the  Arabian  lite- 
rature did  not  arise  till  after  the  conquests  of  the  suc- 
cessors of  Mahomet  had  extended  the  Saracen  empire 
far   beyond    the    boundaries  of  their   original    country. 
Like  the  later  Greek  Logicians,  the  Arabians  contributed 
little  original  matter  to  the  i&cience ;  their  principal  norks 
being    either   translations,  made    «oojetitueH   from    the 
Greek    but    more   frequently   from    the   e^li^r    Syriac 
versions,  or  abridgments  and  comiDLMitaric*.     Of  tliejw 
the    most    important  are   the    logical    abridgmfnU    ui 
Avicenna  and  Algazel,  and  especially  the  voluminous 
translations  and  commentaries  of  Averroes.     A    Latin 
version  of  the  translation.H  of  Averr«<is,  made  from  a 
Hebrew  one,  was  the  principal  source  from  which  iL« 
earlier  Schoolmen   derived   ilu'ir  knowleilgc  of  all  tJie 
writings  of  Aristotle,  except  hia  logical  works,  which 
had  been  translated  by  Boeihiu».     This  barbarous  rer. 
sion  continued  in  use  even  afier  a  more  accurate  trans- 
lation  from    the    original   Greek    had    been    made    by 
William  of  Moerbecke,  under  the  direction  of  Thoiuaa 
Aquinas.     The    merits  of  Averroe»  as   a   commentator 
have  been  variously  estimated.     Ludovicw»  Vive*  a|Miak8 
of  him  with  great  contempt.     **Noraen  est  coinnienUtoris 
nactus,  homo   qui  in   Aristotele  cnamindo  nihil   minus 
explicat  quam  eum  ipsum  quem  ait^cipii  deolarandum.** 
With  this  may  be  contrasted  the  eulogy  of  Keckeraiann. 
"  Nemo  taiu  vct^ram  intcrprccuni  videri  poieut  proximun 
Aristotelis  menu  atqiie  hie  Aruh^r    The  modern  oritic 
will  probably  take  a  middle  coiirt^r  helween  the  two: 


While  his  commentaries  may  be  pronounced  somewhat 
prolix,  and  inferior  in  elucidating  the  text  of  Aristotle 
to  those  of  the  Greeks,  particulariy  of  his  rival  com- 
mentator Alexander;  his  general  view  of  the  Organon 
and  its  parts  has  much  of  the  clearness  which  distin- 
guishes the  abridgments  of  Avicenna  and  Algazel  p." 

To  the  Arabian  philosophers  may  be  traced  the 
beginning  of  those  attempts  to  hx  the  definition^and 
province  of  Logic  as  a  branch  of  mental  science  which 
afterwards  appear  in  a  more  developed  form  in  the 
writings  of  the  Schoolmen «».  To  the  Arabians  also  are 
probably  owing  .some  of  ihe  distingiiishiDg  features 
though  certainly  not  the  origin,  of  tJie  Scholastic 
Ren  1  ism. 

Tlic  period  at  which  the  Soholastie  Fliilosopliy  mav  be  The 
said  to  liave  commenced,  i*  a  point  of  con.vidcrablo  dis-  ^^*^^' 
puie.    It  cannot,  like  various  Greek  «jhoolsof  philosophy, scholMUo 
he  traced  to  a  «ingle  founder;  bui  was  the  gradual  result  J"!^ 
of  a  collection  of  varioua  dodrincs  and  methods  of  teach-       ^* 
iDg.    Some  har^  traced  it  up  to  John  of  Dainaaieus»  and 
even   t<»  St.  Augustine'.     Some   commence  with  John 
Scotus    Krigena   in   tlie   ninth  century,  some  with  the 
BominaliKm  of  Roscclin  in  the  eleventh*;  while  by  others 
it  has  been  bix)ught  dowii,  at  least  as  far  as  Thcolog)-  is 
concerned^  as  low  ax  the  thirteentli  c<intury,  the  era  of 
Albertwx  .\Iagnus  and  niomas  .Aquinas*.     The  name  of 
Schoolmen  appear»  to  have  been  taken  from  the  teaebera 
of  the  eailiedral  and  eonventual  ^hools  established  by 

P  St.  \li\mtt,  .l/<ftM«r«,  ^,  ii.  p.  191.  Bogor  Bft/eoo»  {0pm  Mt^, 
p.  87.  od.  J«bb.l  ttfiuku  of  AttfTOM  as  *«  Ucmo  MSid»  sapioDtiav  oorrigMM 
4i(U  rrtMum  oi  oaAtoii  loulu,  t|aMiTi»  cQinig«D4iM  nit  in  iliquibus  e<  in 

^  84#  Ulow,  ft^  Hti.  «nd  fw  41  uotc  m. 
'  Btvekwi  vol.  iii.  f^llt, 

*  UMam^  Uttntmn  tif  Emriftt  ssiL  L  p.  IS. 

*  llftin[ki«n»  Bmmpt$n  LttUrc»^  p.  72. 
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Charlemagne  and  his  successors,  and  was  eventually 
applied  to  all  who,  whether  professedly  teachers  or  not, 
adopted  in  their  writings  the  method  and  matter  which 
finally  formed  the  course  of  education  in  these  and  similar 
establishments.  The  distinguishing  feature  of  Scholas- 
ticism, the  union  of  a  theological  matter  with  a  dialectical 
method,  is  found  at  least  as  early  as  the  writings  of 
Lanfranc  in  the  eleventh  century.  Commencing  from 
this  point,  Scholasticism  may  be  divided  into  three 
periods.  1.  Its  infancy,  extending  from  the  eleventh 
to  the  middle  of  the  thirteenth  century.  2.  Its  prime, 
from  the  latter  period  to  the  middle  of  the  fifteenth. 
3.  Its  decline,  extending  to  the  end  of  the  sixteenth 
century  °. 

The  Logic  of  the  Schoolmen  is  a  phrase  frequently 
employed,  and  often  very  inaccurately.  It  is  incorrect 
to  apply  this  name  to  the  various  applications  of  the 
syllogistic  method,  in  Theology,  in  Metaphysics,  in 
Physics,  or  in  Psychology.  These  are  merely  treatises 
on  their  proper  subjects,  with  a  somewhat  more  osten- 
tatious display  of  logical  art  than  has  been  usual  at 
other  periods.  But  the  applications  of  Logic  to  reason- 
ings on  this  or  that  branch  of  material  science  have 
nothing  in  them  which  is  more  peculiarly  the  property 
of  the  Schoolmen  than  of  any  other  reasoners.  The 
Logica  utens  is  one  and  the  same  to  all  generations  of 
men ;  all  who  reason  soundly,  reason  consciously  or 
unconsciously  by  logical  laws ;  and  the  open  display  of 
the  instrument  in  use  does  not  make  it  a  distinct  in- 
strument from  that  which  others  employ  in  a  more 
concealed  manner. 

A  historical  account  of  the  Scholastic  Logic  ought 
therefore  to  confine  itself  to  commentaries  and  treatises 

■  Cousin,  Ouvrages  (TAbSlard,  Introduction,  p.  Ixv. 


expressly  on  the   science;    and    the    scholastic   contri- 
butions  to  the  matter  of  Logic  should  be  confined  to 
such  additions  to  the  Aristotelian   text  as  have   been 
incorporated   into  the  Logica  docens.     In    this   respect  . 
the  Schoolmen  did  much  to  fi^  the  technical  terms  of 
the  science,  particularly  in  respect  of  the  relation  of 
thought  to  language.     Most  of  the  distinctions  of  the 
different  uses  and  significations  of  words   are   due  to 
them ;— distinctions,  however,  carried  to  an  useless  and 
wearisome  minuteness  in  the  grammatical  subtleties  of 
the  parva  logicalia.     They  also  contributed  considerably 
to  that  which  is  most  wanting  in   Aristotle,  an  exact 
conception  of  the  nature  and  oflSce  of  Logic ;    though 
their  definitions  were   not  always  consistent  with  the 
rest   of    their   treatment;    the   text   of  Aristotle    being 
seldom  modified  to  suit  the  theory  of  the  science.     But 
the  most  remarkable  contribution   of  this  period  is  to 
be  found  in  that  singular  system  of  logical  mnemonics 
by  which,  from  the  time  of  Petrus  Hispanus,  nearly  all 
the  forms  and  processes  of  Logic  might  be  learned  by 
rote  and  performed  almost  mechanically,  by  the  aid  of 
a  memorial  word  or  line.     The  controversy  between  the 
Realists  and  the   Nominalists,  though   introduced  into 
the   pages   of  professedly  logical   treatises,  cannot  be 
regarded   as   an    accession   to   the    science.      Its    real 
bearings   on  the  text  of  Aristotle  and  Porphyry  were 
not  seen  by  the  disputants  on  either  side-    and  the 
controversy,  as  conducted  by  them,  must  be  regarded  as 
a.  metaphysical  excrescence,  introduced  out  of  its  place 
in  a  logical  system. 

The  earliest  scholastic  writings  on  Logic  proper  areAbelard. 
those  of  Abelard,  the  greater  part  of  which  have  recently 
been  published  for  the  first  time  in  the  volume  edited  by 
M.  Cousin.     This  volume  contains,  besides  a  theological 

«  See  p.  25,  note  r,  and  Appendix,  note  A. 
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treatise  called  Sic  et  Non,  a  fragment  on  Genera  and 
Species,  erroneously  ascribed  to  Abelard^,  and  some 
genuine  logical  writings,  consisting  of  glosses  on  the 
original  and  translated  works  of  Boethius,  and  a  distinct 
treatise  called  Dialectica.  The  glosses  are  of  little 
J  I  value,  but  the  Dialectica  is  one  of  the  most  important 
monuments  of  the  scholastic  philosophy.  At  first  sight 
it  appears  to  be  a  commentary ;  but,  though  the  titles  of 
the  work  follow  Aristotle,  Porphyry,  and  Boethius,  it  is 
in  many  respects  an  original  and  independent  treatise'. 

The  writings  of  Abelard  and  his  contemporaries  in  the 
early  part  of  the  twelfth  century  form  the  commencement 
of  a  new  epoch  in  the  mediaeval  Logic,  which  may  be 
regarded  as  that  of  the  scholastic  teaching  properly  so 
called.  In  the  previous  centuries  the  Organon  of  Aris- 
totle appears  to  have  been  directly  known  only  in  those 
portions  which  had  been  illustrated  by  the  Commentaries 
of  Boethius,  viz.  the  Categories  and  the  De  Inter- 
pretatione,  the  translations  of  the  other  books  being 
unknown.  With  the  twelfth  century  commences  a  direct 
acquaintance  with  the  entire  Organon,  partly  through 
the  translations  of  Boethius,  and  even  with  some  trace  of 
other  sources*.  The  other  writings  of  Aristotle  appear 
to  have  remained  unknown  till  a  somewhat  later  periods 


y  On  the  authorship  of  this  fragment,  see  Prantl,  ii.  pp.  101,  113,  U3. 
He  remarks  that  its  true  title  should  be  De  Divisione. 

'  Cousin,  Introduction,  p.  xxiii. 

•  See  Prantl,  vol.  ii.  pp.  4,  98,  102.  Cousin,  on  the  other  hand, 
( Introduction,  p.  Ii,)  is  of  opinion  that  the  latter  portions  of  the  Organon 
were  not  known  at  this  time  in  any  direct  translation,  but  only  through 
the  writings  of  Boethius  on  the  same  subjects.  A  direct  translation  of 
these  books  certainly  existed  among  the  writings  of  Boethius,  though  it  is 
uncertain  when  this  translation  first  became  known  to  the  mediseval 
logicians. 

b  Abelard  died  in  1142.  About  the  middle  of  this  century  the  study  of 
Aristotle's  physical  and  metaphysical  philosophy  commenced,  by  means  of 
translations  of   the   Arabic   expositions   and  commentaries   of   Alfarabi 
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Contemporary  with  Abelard  was  Gilbert  de  la  Porree,  Gilbert  de 
whose    Sex   Principia,    an    expansion    of    the    six   last^*^^"^®' 
categories  cursorily  treated  by  Aristotle,  was  adopted  in 
most  of  the   scholastic   logical   treatises   down   to   the 
sixteenth  century  ^ 

Towards   the    end    of  the    twelfth   century  we  comeJi?hnof 
to   a   work    of    great    importance    in    the    history   and^^'"^"'^* 
philosophy    of  the    scholastic    Logic,   the    Metalogicus 
of  John    of    Salisbury.      The    work   purports   to   be    a 
defence  of  Logic,  under  which  is  included  Grammar  and 
Rhetoric,  against  a  sciolist  of  the  day,  to  whom  he  gives 
the   name  of  Cornificius".     It   contains  an   interesting 
account  of  the  author's  own   preparation  for  dialectic 
studies,   notices   of   the   origin    of  Logic,  and   a   good 
analysis  of  the  Organon  with  criticisms.     Among  other 
points,  it  is    worthy   of  notice   that   he    considers   the 
Aristotelian  doctrine  of  the  predicates,  given  in  the 
Topics,  to  be  preferable  to  the  common  account,  derived 
from  Porphyry.     He  highly  praises  Abelard;    and  his 
testimony  is  the  more  valuable,  as  he  himself  appears 
to  incline  to  the  doctrines  of  the  Realists  ^ 

Avicenna  and  Algazel.  (See  Jourdain,  Recherches  Critiques,  p.  227.) 
Some  of  these  expositions  M.  Jourdain  supposes  to  have  been  the  books 
condemned  by  the  Council  of  Paris  in  1210.  Aristotle's  own  physical  and 
metaphysical  writings  were  probably  not  translated  till  about  the  middle 
of  the  13th  century,  (Jourdain,  p  37.) 

<=  Haureau,  Philosophic  Scholastique,  vol.  i.  p.  298. 

«^  This  name  M.  Haureau  explains  as  follows.  "  Coruifex,  Cornijicius^ 
signifiera  *  celui  qui  fait  des  cornes.'  Mais  de  quelles  comes  peut-il 
etre  ici  question  ?  Sans  doubt  de  ces  cornua  disputationis  dont  parle  encore 
Ciceron ;  ce  qu'on  appelle,  en  logique,  les  cornes  d'un  dilemme.  A  ce 
compte,  nos  Cornificiens  auraient  ete  d'aigres  disputeurs,  des  logiciens 
acer^s,  d'intraitables  sophistes."  Philosophie  Scholastique,  p.  344.  Prantl 
on  the  other  hand,  with  more  probability,  supposes  that  a  historical  name 
has  been  figuratively  applied,  and  traces  the  origin  of  the  appellation  to 
the  poet  Cornificius,  mentioned  in  Donatus's  Life  of  Virgil,  c.  xvii. 
"  Cornificius  ob  perversam  naturam  ilium  non  tulit." 

*  St.  Hilaire,  vol.  ii.  p.  215.    His  opinions  in  this  respect  however  are 
doubtful.    See  Haureau,  vol.  i.  p.  354. 
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Petrus  In  the  second  period  of  Scholasticism,  contemporary 

Hispanus.  ^.^^  Albertiis  Magnus  and  Thomas  Aquinas,  is  Petrus 
Hispanus,  raised  to  the  papal  chair  as  John  XXL     He 
died  in  1277.     His  Summulce  Logicales  may  be  regarded 
as  the  earliest  scholastic  treatise  on  Logic  which  professes 
[     to  be  any  thing  more  than  an  abridgment  of  or  commentary 
on  portions  of  the  Organon.     But  this  work  is  especially 
remarkable,  as  introducing  for  the  first  time  the  memorial 
verses  which  form  so  striking  a  feature  of  the  Logic  of 
the  Schoolmen.    Nearly  the  whole  of  the  ordinary  logical 
mnemonics  occur  in  this  treatise,  which  appears  to  have 
had  no  predecessor,  except  perhaps  the  imperfect  syllo- 
gistic mnemonic  attributed  to  Blemmidas,  which,  even  if 
genuine,  was  probably  unknown  to  the  Author.     The 
last  treatise  of  the   Summulae^,  called  Parva  Logicalia, 
contains  sundry  additions  to  the  text  of  Aristotle,  in  the 
form  of  dissertations  on  suppositio,  ampliatio,  restrictio, 
exponihle propositions,  and  other  subtleties,  more  ingenious 
than  useful,  and  belonging  rather  to  Grammar  than  to 
Logic.     To  these  are   added  notices  of  some  popular 
sophisms,   worthy  of  Eubulides  or  Chrysippus ;    which 
are  curious,  as  shewing  that  the  Scholastic  Logic,  like 
the    Aristotelian,   had   its   eristic    predecessors,    whose 
names   the   reviving  literature    of   the   period   has  not 
rescued  from  oblivion. 
Alhertus        We  now  come  to  the  two  chief  names  in  the  Scholastic 
i  agnus.  I  p|ji]QSQp]^y^   Albert   of   Cologne,   surnamed   the   Great, 
1  and  his  pupil,  Thomas  Aquinas,  known  as  the  Angelic 
Doctor.     These  have  been  called  the  Plato  and  Aristotle 
of  Scholasticism ;  and,  as  regards  the  Theology  of  the 
Schools,  there  is  some  truth  in  the  comparison.     The 
master   was   the    first   to    combine   into   a    system   the 


'The  original  edition  of  the  Summulse  is  divided  into  two  parts;  the 
abridgment  of  the  Organon  and  the  Parva  Logicalia.  Subsequent  Editor.? 
subdivide  it  into  seven  tjeatises.     See  Hanreau,  vol.  ii.  p.  241. 
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unconnected  reasonings  which  formed  the  beginnings 
of  the  School  Philosophy.  The  disciple  carried  out 
that  system  in  detail,  and  elaborated  its  minutest 
parts  «. 

As  a  commentator,  Albert  was  the  main  instrument 
in  introducing  the  writings  of  Aristotle  into  the  Schools ; 
his  laborious  expositions,  however,  have  been  frequently 
corrupted  by  Platonic  and  Arabian  glosses'".  His  logical 
works  are  comprised  in  commentaries  on  the  Organon, 
and  treatises  on  Universals  and  on  Definition.  Aquinas  Aquinas, 
has  left  also  commentaries  on  the  Hermeneia  and 
Posterior  Analytics;  and  some  independent  logical 
treatises ;  the  principal  one  being  "  Summa  totius 
Logicae,"  which  contains  an  abstract  of  the  fsagoge  of 
Porphyry  and  of  the  first  four  treatises  of  the  Organon. 
The  Topics  and  Sophistic  Refutations  are  omitted  in 
this  work ;  but  the  latter  form  the  basis  of  a  separate 
treatise  on  the  Fallacies.  He  has  likewise  written 
Opuscula  on  Demonstration,  on  Modals,  on  the  four 
Opposed  Terms,  on  Genus  and  Accident,  and  on  the 
Nature  of  the  Syllogism.  The  directly  logical  writings 
of  Aquinas  do  not  materially  differ  from  Aristotle. 
Logic,  however,  is  defined  as  scientia  rationalis,  and 
the  three  operations  of  the  reason  are  brought  within  its 
province.  Some  of  the  mnemonic  formulae  occur  here, 
as  in  Hispanus. 

John  Duns  Scotus,  the  Subtle  Doctor,  flourished  at  Duns 
the  end  of  the  thirteenth  and  the  beginning  of  the  four- 
teenth century.  He  has  commented  on  the  Isagoge  of 
Porphyry,  under  the  title  of  De  Universalihus,  and  on 
the  several  parts  of  the  Organon.  In  common  with 
Aquinas,  he  held  Logic  to  be  a  Science ;  but  maintains 

»  Encyclopsedia  Metropolitana,  art.  Aquinasy  (by  Bishop  Hampden,) 
p.  796. 
^  See  Haur^au,  vol.  ii.  p.  10. 
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that  its  object  is  not  the  three  operations  of  the  reason, 
but  the  Syllogism ^  His  commentaries  bear  out  his 
cognomen ;  consisting  for  the  most  part  of  minute  dis- 
tinctions, suggested  by  the  text  of  his  author,  with  argu- 
ments on  both  sides  precisely  stated,  and  distinctions 
drawn  to  the  extreme  of  subtlety.  Scotus,  like  Aquinas, 
was  a  Realist,  and  the  more  consistent  of  the  two.  He 
held  that  the  universal  existed  in  the  individual,  not 
really,  as  his  predecessor  had  taught,  but  formally^. 
Hence  the  rival  sects  of  Thomists  and  Scotists,  the  latter 
of  whom  ultimately  adopted  the  name  of  Formalists. 
Both  agreed,  however,  in  opposition  to  Nominalism. 
Occam.  From  the  school  of  Scotus,  however,  arose  the  great 

reviver  of  Nominalism,  William  Occam,  the  Invincible 
Doctor,  the  ablest  writer  in  Logic  whom  the  Schools 
have  produced.  His  doctrine,  like  that  of  Abelard,  was 
really  Conceptualism^.  The  Summa  totius  Logicce  of 
Occam  is  the  most  valuable  contribution  of  the  middle 
ages  to  the  Logica  docens.  If  we  do  not  subscribe  to  the 
hyperbole  of  his  editor,  Mark  of  Beneventum,  who, 
borrowing  from  the  well-known  eulogy  of  Plato,  declares 
that  if  the  Gods  used  Logic,  it  would  be  the  Logic  of 
Occam,  we  may  fairly  allow,  with  M.  St.  Hilaire,  that  it 
is  the  clearest  and  most  original  of  the  works  of  that 
period.  Occam,  like  Petrus  Hispanus,  departs  from  the 
ordinary  arrangement  of  treating  consecutively  the  Isa- 
goge  of  Porphyry  and  the  several  books  of  the  Organon. 
He  commences  with  the  different  divisions  of  terms,  of 
which  his  account  is  much  more  complete  than  that  of 
the  Summulce  Logicales.  He  then  proceeds  to  the  pre- 
dicables,  introduced  by  a  defence  of  the  nominalist  view 
of  universals,  then  to  definition,  division,  and  the  cate- 

'  Scotus  de  Univ.  Qu.  3.     Smiylecli  Logica,  Disp.  ii.  Qu.  1. 
^  On  this  distinction,  see  Haureau,  vol.  ii.  p.  335. 
'  See  Cousin,  Abelard,  Introduction,  p.  civ. 


gories,  and  concludes  the  first  part  with  an  account  of 
the  supposition  of  terms.  The  second  part  treats  of 
propositions,  and  the  third  of  syllogisms  and  fallacies. 

Between  Scotus  and  Occam  comes  in  order  of  time  Raymond 
the  most  eccentric  genius  of  the  scholastic  period,  Ray-^"^^* 
mond  Lully.  He  is  principally  known  as  the  author  of 
the  Jrs  Magna,  by  which  he  professed  to  teach  a  man 
ignorant  even  of  letters  the  whole  encyclopaedia  in  the 
course  of  three  months.  This  work  is  nominally  logical, 
but  has  little  in  common  with  the  Aristotelian  Logic, 
being  principally  a  mechanical  contrivance  for  connect- 
ing different  philosophical  terras  with  each  other"".  But 
in  his  Dialectica,  Lully  condescends  to  follow  the 
beaten  track,  and  has  composed  a  clear  and  concise 
synopsis  of  Logic,  framed  principally  on  that  of  Petrus 
Hispanus". 

The  writings  of  Occam,  as  well  as  those  of  Scotus,  con- 
tributed especially  to  raise  Logic  to  the  rank  of  a  distinct 
science,  independent  of  its  applied  uses'*.  But  they 
approached  it  from  opposite  sides.  The  principles  of 
Occam,  developed  by  modern  philosophy,  would  lead  us 
to  the  Logic  of  Kant:  those  of  Scotus,  almost  to  the 
Logic  of  Hegel.  The  science  of  the  former  would 
acquire  a  clear  and  distinct  object  in  the  province  of 
Thought :  that  of  the  latter  would  gradually  absorb  all 
else,  as  coextensive  with  Being.    Occam  is  the  last  great  Later     . 

School- 
men. 

"  St.  Hilaire,  Memoire,  vol.  ii.  p.  225. 

"  An  account  of  Lully's  system  will  be  found  in  Keckermann,  Pnecognita, 
ii.  2.  39.  and  in  Gassendi,  de  Origine  Logicce,  c.  8.  See  also  Hallam, 
Literature  of  Europe,  vol.  i.  p.  310. 

°  Cf.  Haureau,  vol.  ii.  p.  310.  425.  447  sqq.  St.  Hilaire,  vol.  ii.  p.  226. 
M.  Haureau  appears  to  regard  Scotus  as  the  author  of  the  distinction 
between  the  logica  doccns  and  utens ;  which  is  not  the  case.  Cf.  Aquinas, 
in  iv.  Mefaph.  Lect.  4.  Indeed,  it  is  substantially  contained  in  the 
Bia\€KTiK^  X<apis  irpayfidTcov  and  4v  xP'hc^^^  Trpayfidrcov  of  the  Greek  Inter- 
preters. 
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name  among  the  Schoolmen:  the  triumph  of  Nominalism 
involved  the  downfall  of  the  principal   applications  of 
the  scholastic  method.    Buridan,  his  disciple,  the  reputed 
author  of  the  sophism  called  Asinus  Buridani^,  deve- 
loped the  doctrines  of  Nominalism    to   a   still   further 
extent,  but  has  the  character  of  having  pushed  to  an 
extreme  point  the   subtleties   distinctive   of  4;he   scho- 
lastic system.     Another  philosopher  of  the  same  period, 
Walter  Burley,  is  the  author  of  some  commentaries  on 
the  Logic  and  Physics  of  Aristotle,  and  deserves  mention 
as  the  author  of  an  attempt  to  extend  the  narrow  his- 
torical  knowledge   of  the   period    by  a  work   entitled 
de   vita   et   moribus  philosophorum   et   poeiarum.      This 
work,  of  which  the  philosophical  portion  extends  from 
Thales  to  Seneca,  is  in  part  compiled  from  Laertius, 
whose  work  the  author  seems  to  have  possessed  in  a 
more  complete  form  than  that  which  is  now  extant*». 
In  itself  however  it  is  of  small  value  and  contains  many 

errors'. 

The  reaction  against  the  Scholastic  Logic  began  in 
the  fifteenth  century.  Laurentius  Valla,  Rodolphus 
Agricola,  and  Ludovicus  Vives,  successively  attacked 
the  system  in  1440,  1516%  and  1531.  Their  attacks 
were  directed,  partly  against  the  Latin ity,  partly  against 
the  matter  of  the  School  Logic.  The  additions  proposed 
by  these  reformers  are  (ihiefly  rhetorical  innovations 
from  Cicero  and  Quintilian. 


p  See  Hamilton  on  Reid,  p.  238. 

q  See  Donaldson,  Literature  of  Ancient  Greece,  iii.  p.  280. 

'  Brucker,  vol.  iii.  p.  856.  Tennemann,  viii.  p.  906.  Burley  appears  to 
have  held  a  middle  course  between  Nominalism  and  Realism.  See 
Haur^au,  vol.  ii.  p.  476.  Brucker  classes  him  with  the  nominalists, 
Tennemann  with  the  realists. 

•  Agiicola  died  in  1485.  His  tliree  books  De  Inventionc  Dialectica  were 
a  posthumous  work,  first  published  in  an  imperfect  form  at  Louvain  in 
1516. 


A  more  formidable  assault  was  made  in  1543  by  Ramus,  Ramus, 
who  not  only  devoted  a  special  work  to  the  criticism  of 
Aristotle*,  but,  adopting  the  dialectical  and  rhetorical 
innovations  of  the  earlier  reformers,  composed  a  new 
system  of  Logic  in  opposition  to  the  Aristotelian.     He 
complains  of   the    want   of    a   definition    of    Logic   in 
Aristotle,  and  treats  it  himself  as  the  Art  of  Disser- 
tation;  its  principal  parts  being  Invention  and  Judgment, 
These  he  investigates  at  length  in  his  Dialecticce  In- 
stitutiones    and    Scholce    Dialecticce,    and    in    his    Z)ia- 
lectique,  the  earliest  work  on  the  subject  in  the  French 
language.      Invention    he    treats    chiefly    rhetorically, 
giving  an  account  of  arguments  artificial  and  inartificial, 
and  loci  for  establishing  them.     Argument  in   Ramus 
denotes  any  term  of  a  question,  not,  as  in  Cicero,  the 
middle.     Of  Judgment  he  admits  three  degrees.  Axiom, 
(proposition,)  Syllogism,  and  Method.     In  the   earlier 
editions  of  his  Dialectic  he  admits  the  three  Aristotelian 
figures,  but  afterwards  rejects  the  third.     Each  figure 
has  six  moods,  two  general  (universal),  two  special  (parti- 
cular), and  two  proper  (singular).     Method  he  divides 
into  Methodus  Doctrince,  and  Methodus  PrudenticB,     He 
rejects,  as  extralogical,  the  Categories,  the  Hermeneia, 
and  the  Examination  of  Fallacies.     Ramus,  as  may  be 
seen    even   from  the   above   cursory  notice,  introduced 
many  needless  alterations   in   the   language  of  Logic. 
In   his   logical   innovations,  he   is  partly   indebted   to 
Rodolphus  Agricola  and  Johannes  Sturmius;   and,  for 
some  of  his  attacks  on  the  Aristotelians,  to  Valla  and 
Vives". 


«  Aristotelicce  Animadversiones,  a  title  also  given  to  the  Sclcola  Dialecticce. 
The  two  works  must  not  be  confounded  together. 

n  For  a  fuller  accoimt  of  Ramus  and  his  system,  see  Waddington- 
Kastus,  De  Petri  Rami  Vita,  8ai2itis,  Philosophia,  Paris,  1848. 
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Melanch-  On  the  other  hand,  the  Aristotelian  Logic,  purified  of 
many  of  its  scholastic  accessions,  was  defended  and 
taught  by  Melanchthon.  The  earlier  editions  of  his 
Erotemata  Dialectica  preceded  the  attacks  of  Ramus*; 
but  in  1547  he  published  a  new  edition,  in  the  intro- 
duction to  which  he  says,  "  Ego  veram,  incorruptam, 
nativam  Dialecticen,  qualem  et  ab  Aristotele  et  aliquot 
ejus  non  insulsis  interpretibus,  ut  ab  Alexandro  Aphro- 
disiensi  et  Boethio  accepimus,  praedico. . . .  Etsi  multi 
Aristotelicos  libros  vituperant,  et  tanquam  tabulas  dis- 
persas  fractae  navis  esse  dicunt,  taraen,  si  quid  ego 
judicare  possum,  affirmo  eos  Dialecticen  recte  tradere, 
et  ab  iis,  qui  liberali  doctrina  exculti  sunt,  intelligi 
posse."  Melanchthon  however  agrees  with  Ramus  in 
considering  Logic  as  an  Art.  "  Dialectica,"  he  says,  "est 
ars  seu  via  recte,  ordine,  et  perspicue  docendi ;  quod  fit 
recte  definiendo,  dividendo,  argumenta  vera  connectendo, 
et  male  cohaerentia  seu  falsa  retexendo  et  refutando." 
Under  their  united  sanction,  this  became  the  prevailing 
doctrine  of  Logicians.  The  authority  of  Melanchthon 
established  the  Aristotelian  Logic  in  the  Protestant 
schools  of  Germany  and  Holland,  and  in  Britain.  At  a 
later  period,  a  conciliation  was  attempted  between  this 

Later  system  and  that  of  Ramus.  Burgersdyck,  in  1626, 
*  classes  the  Logicians  of  his  day  in  three  schools,  the 
Aristotelians,  the  Ramists,  and  the  mixed  school  repre- 
sented by  Keckermann,  Aristotelian  in  matter,  Ramist 
in  method'.  These  were  called  Philippo-Ramists,  or 
Semi-Ramists ;  and  were  rejected  by  the  genuine  dis- 
ciples of  Ramus,  as  Pseudo-Ramists.  Among  the  English 
Ramists  of  the   seventeenth  century,  the  most  learned 


*  Keckermann,  Prcecognita,  Tr.  ii.  c.  v. 

y  Of  these,  Sanderson  says,  ♦'  luvehuutur  ipsi  palam  in  Rameos,  lau- 
dant  Peripateticos :  sed  tamen  in  S}  stematibus  suis  Logicis  Ramei  magis 
sunt  quam  Peripatetici." 
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and  important  as  a  Logician  is  George  Downame,  Downame. 
Praelector  of  Logic  at  Cambridge,  afterwards  Bishop 
of  Derry,  the  author  of  a  Commentary  on  the  Dia- 
lectic of  Ramus;  but  the  name  most  interesting  to  the 
general  reader  is  that  of  John  Milton,  who  published  Milton, 
in  1672,  two  years  before  his  death,  a  small  volume 
entitled,  "  Artis  Logical  Plenior  Institutio  ad  Petri  Rami 
Methodum  concinnata." 

It  would  be  impossible  to  give  any  thing  like  a 
complete  history,  or  even  a  list,  of  the  host  of  logical 
writers  of  the  sixteenth  and  subsequent  centuries.  A 
brief  account  of  most  of  them,  down  to  his  own  time,  will 
be  found  in  the  Prcocognita  of  Keckermann,  published 
in  1603.  A  cursory  account  of  the  modern  schools  is 
all  that  my  present  limits  will  allow. 

Of  the  great  schools  of  modern  philosophy,  down  to  Modem 
the  time  of  Kant,  it  is  remarkable,  that,  though  we  have  ^°^'=--- 
no  treatise  on  Logic  from  the  hand  of  any  of  the  leaders 
and  representatives  of  the  several  sects,  we  find  in  every 
case  a  work  of  the  kind  supplied  and  adapted  to  their 
fundamental  principles  by  one  or  more  of  their  most 
eminent  followers.     Bacon,  Descartes,  and  Locke  have 
left  no  logical  writings,  and  Leibnitz  only  a  few  frag- 
ments.    To  call  the  Novum  Organum,  or  the  Discours  de 
la  Methode^i    or  the    Conduct  of  the    Understanding,  a 
treatise  on  Logic,  is  simply  to  assume  for  the  Aristotelian 
Logic  a  purpose  never  contemplated  by  Aristotle  or  his 
followers,  and  then  to  classify  under   the   same   head 
works  pursuing  this  supposed  end  by  totally  different 


^  The  Rcgulce  ad  directionem  iiufenii,  a  posthumous  work  of  Descartes, 
is  sometimes  called  his  Logic.  See  Hallam,  Literature  of  Europe^  vol.  ii. 
p.  454  ;  Franck,  Histuire  dc  la  Logique,  p.  250.  But  Descartes  in  this  work 
expressly  rejects  the  rules  and  forms  of  Logic,  as  useless  for  the  discovery 
of  truth,  and  mentions  in  one  place  (rule  13.)  the  only  point  in  which  his 
system  has  any  thing  in  common  with  the  dialecticians.  In  fact,  this  work, 
though  fuller,  is  in  principle  the  same  as  the  Discours  de  la  Methode, 
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means.  To  entitle  any  work  to  be  classed  as  the  Logic 
of  this  or  that  school,  it  is  at  least  necessary  that  it 
should,  in  common  with  the  Aristotelian  Logic,  adhere 
to  the  syllogistic  method,  whatever  modifications  or 
additions  it  may  derive  from  the  particular  school  of  its 
author.  In  this  point  of  view,  the  Baconian  school  may 
be  represented  by  the  Logics  of  Hobbes  and  Gassendi ; 
the  Cartesian,  by  those  of  Clauberg  and  Arnauld;  that 
of  Locke,  by  Le  Clerc  and  'S  Gravesande^;  that  of 
Leibnitz,  by  Wolf,  Baumgarten,  and  his  editor  Meyer. 
Hobbes.  The  Logic  of  Hobbes  was  the  natural  result  of  the 
utilitarian  spirit  predominant  in  the  method  of  Bacon. 
The  results,  indeed,  which  Hobbes  deduced,  would  pro- 
bably in  many  points  have  been  rejected  by  his  master ; 
but  the  indirect  influence  of  Bacon  is  manifest  through- 
out. The  end  of  knowledge,  according  to  Hobbes, 
is  power,  and  the  scope  of  all  speculation  is  the  perform- 
ance of  some  action,  or  thing  to  be  done.  In  this  we 
recognise  the  echo  of  the  words  of  Bacon,  "  Meta  scien- 
tiarum  vera  et  legitima  non  alia  est  quam  ut  dotetur  vita 
huraana  novis  inventis  et  copiis  V  Reasoning,  accord- 
ing to'  Hobbes,  is  computation,  the  adding   and   sub- 


•  The  sensationalist  school  of  France,  professing  to  be  an  offshoot  of  that 
of  Locke,  has  produced  more  than  one  ti-eatise  nominally  on  Logic ;  the 
principal  ones  being  those  of  Condillac  and  Destutt  de  Tracy.  But 
these  have  nothing  in  common  with  the  Aristotelian  system.  Condillac 
regards  Logic  as  an  art  of  thinking,  but  thought  is  identified  with  sensation, 
and  the  process  of  reasoning  is  nothing  but  the  analysis  of  our  sensations 
by  means  of  language.  Hence  his  declaration,  tout  Part  de  raisonner  se  reduU 
a  Part  de  Men  parler.  In  the  system  of  De  Tracy,  Logic  is  the  science  of 
the  characteristics  and  causes  of  truth  and  error  in  the  combination  of 
our  ideas.  His  work  is  strictly  psychological,  examining,  on  the  extreme 
sensationalist  hypothesis,  into  the  formation  of  ideas  and  their  different 
modes  of  combination. 

^  Nov.  Org.  P.  1.  Aph.  HI.  In  the  same  spirit  Socrates,  according  to 
Xenophon,  /xexf'*  ''"'^^  axptXifiov  irdvra  Kal  avrhs  ffweircffKiirii  Koi  (ruvSielj^ct 
Tots  (Tvvovfftv.  Mem.  iv.  7.  On  the  influence  of  Bacon  on  Hobbes,  see 
Morel],  Ili^t.  of  Modern  Philosophy,  vol.  i.  p.  86. 


tracting  of  our  thoughts  and  of  their  signs.  A  pro- 
position is  but  the  addition  of  two  names,  and  a 
syllogism  the  adding  together  of  three.  In  a  proposition, 
two  names  are  so  coupled  together,  that  he  that  speaks 
conceives  both  to  be  names  of  the  same  thing;  from 
whence  it  follows  that  truth  and  falsehood  consist  only 
in  speech,  and  that  the  first  truths  were  arbitrarily 
made  by  those  who  first  imposed  names  on  things.  A 
full  criticism  of  this  doctrine  would  exceed  my  present 
limits.  I  can  only  observe  that  the  main  error  of  Hobbes 
does  not  lie,  as  is  sometimes  said,  in  his  theory  of  notions, 
but  in  that  of  judgments.  He  has  overlooked  the  fact, 
that  apprehension  is  primarily  the  analysis  of  judg- 
ment, not  judgment  the  synthesis  of  apprehensions. 

The  Baconian  influence  is  also  manifest  in  Gassendi,  Gassendi. 
the  friend  of  Hobbes  and  the  antagonist  of  Descartes. 
Like  Hobbes,  he  describes  reasoning  as  a  computation, 
and  he  anticipates  Condillac  in  tracing  all  knowledge 
to  sensation.  He  adopts  the  fourfold  division  of  Logic, 
into  Apprehension,  Judgment,  Reasoning,  and  Method, 
which  had  virtually  been  invented  by  Ramus  and 
accepted  by  the  Semi-Ramists,  and  which  was  shortly 
afterwards  adopted  by  the  Port  Royal  Logic.  He 
admits  two  figures  only  of  Syllogism,  an  aflSrmative 
and  a  negative,  (answering  to  the  affirmative  and  nega- 
tive moods  of  the  first  figure  in  Aristotle;)  and  it  is  worthy 
of  remark,  that  in  the  order  of  the  premises,  he  returns 
to  the  arrangement  of  the  Greek  Logicians,  (the  reverse 
of  that  of  the  Latins,)  and  places  the  minor  before  the 
major.  His  theory  of  reduction,  by  which  he  brings 
every  syllogism  ostensively  to  his  two  figures,  contains 
some  curious  blunders. 

Clauberg,  called  by  Wolf  optimus  omnium  confessione  c\mherg. 
Cartesii  interpres%  published  his  Logica   Fetus  et  Nova 

c  Ontologia,  %.l. 
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in  1654.  It  contains  more  of  Carte  si  an  ism  even  than  the 
Port  Royal  Logic,  and  is  divided  into  four  parts,  Logica 
Genjtica,  Logica  Analytica,  Hermeneutica  Genetica,  and 
Hermeneutica  Analytica,  The  two  last  parts  are  a  series 
of  rules  for  interpreting  and  criticising  the  writings 
of  others.  The  second  treats  of  methods  of  teaching, 
and  the  qualifications  for  a  good  teacher  and  learner. 
The  first,  or  Logic  proper,  is  interspersed  with  numerous 
psychological  precepts,  chiefly  taken  from  the  Discours 
de  la  Methode  of  Descartes.  Many  of  his  examples  are 
also  taken  from  the  Cartesian  philosoph3^  His  rules  for 
induction  are  fuller  than  in  the  old  Logic,  and  those  of 
syllogism  shorter. 
Port  Royal  The  Port  Royal  Logic,  or  Art  of  Thinking,  is  con- 
sidered as  the  Logic  par  excellence  of  the  Cartesian 
school.  This  work  has  been  attributed  to  several 
authors;  but  is  now  generally  allowed  to  have  been 
written  by  Arnauld,  assisted  by  Nicole.  The  first 
edition  appeared  in  1662.  In  addition  to  the  logical 
merits  of  this  work  ^,  the  elegance  and  simplicity  of  its 
style  contributed  immensely  to  spread  and  popularize 
doctrines  which  had  hitherto  been  reserved  for  the  study 
of  the  learned  in  the  dry  formulas  of  the  schools^  The 
authors,  however,  must  be  admitted  to  have  sacrificed 
in  some  degree  scientific  accuracy  to  popularity ;  and 
in  their  attempt  to  convey  miscellaneous  instruction  in 
logical  examples,  they  have  unfortunately  given  their 
high  authority  to  the  support  of  that  spurious  utili- 
tarianism which  has  so  often  defaced  the  simplicity  of 
logical  science. 

Father  Buffier  is  also  entitled  to  honourable  mention 
among    the    French    Logicians.      In    his   Principes   du 


Buffier. 


^  For  an  account  of  the  scientific  merits  of  the  Port  Royal  Logic,  see  the 
Inti'oduction  to  Mr.  Baynes's  Translation,  p.  xxix. 
•  St.  Hilaire,  vol.  ii.  p.  271. 
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Raisonnement,  the  rules  of  the  syllogism  are  reduced  to 
a  single  principle,  that  which  is  in  the  contained  is  in  the 
containing.  This  formula,  an  important  step  towards 
the  true  law  of  syllogism,  the  Principle  of  Identity,  is 
perhaps  originally  due  to  Leibnitz^.  BuflSer  has  had 
the  good  fortune  to  receive  high  praise  from  two  very 
opposite  quarters,  and  on  very  different  grounds.  He 
has  been  celebrated,  on  the  one  hand,  as  one  of  the 
earliest  who  attempted  to  found  philosophy  on  certain 
primary  truths,  given  in  certain  primary  sentiments  or 
feelings ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  as  having  advanced 
some  important  steps  in  the  direction  of  the  sensa- 
tionalism of  Condillac^. 

Le  Clerc,  (Joannes  Clericus,)  the  friend  and  disciple  Le  Clerc. 
of  Locke,  published  his  Logic  in  1692,  three  years  after 
the  first  edition  of  Locke's  Essay,  of  which  he  had 
previously  seen  the  Epitome.  This  work  is  principally 
based  on  'the  views  of  Locke,  with  some  additions  from 
the  Port  Royal  Logic,  and  the  Recherche  de  la  Verite 
of  Malebranche.  The  fourth  book,  on  Argumentation, 
does  not  materially  differ  from  the  Aristotelian  view; 
though,  like  Locke,  he  has  not  a  high  opinion  of  the 
syllogism,  and  considers  it  to  be  mainly  an  instrument 
of  disputation.  He  adds  a  chapter  on  the  Socratic 
method  of  discussion,  which  he  considers  more  valuable 
than  the  Aristotelian  syllogism.  The  Logic  and  Meta- 
physics of  'S  Gmvesande,  published  in  1736,  is  highly  'S  Grave- 
praised  by  M.  St.  Hilaire,  as  simplifying  with  great 
clearness  the  ancient  Logic,  in  connection  with  the 
principles  of  Locke.  The  doctrines  of  Locke,  modified 
by  Cartesianism,  had  also  considerable  influence  on  the 
Logic  of  Watts,  in  which  a  somewhat  incongruous  union  Watts. 


'  See  St  Hilaire,  vol.  ii.  p.  274. 

8  See  Hamilton  on  Reid,  p.  780.  and  Destutt-Tracy,  Elemens  d'Ideologie, 
P.  iii.  p.  130.    N 
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of  Logic,  Metaphysics,  Psychology,  and  Educational  Pre- 
cepts is  put  forth  as  the  Art  of  using  Reason  well  in  our 
inquiries  after  truth,  and  the  communication  of  it  to  others. 
Equally  vague  in  its  conception  and  unsystematic  in  its 

Benthara.  contents  is  the  fragment  on  Logic  by  Jeremy  Bentham. 
According  to  his  definition.  Logic  is  "  the  art  which  has 
for  its  object  or  end  in  view,  the  giving,  to  the  best 
advantage,  direction  to  the  human  mind,  and  thence  to 
the  human  frame,  in  its  pursuit  of  any  object  or  purpose 
to  the  attainment  of  which  it  is  capable  of  being  applied." 
In  the  same  spirit  as  Hobbes,  he  considers  Logic  from 
the  utilitarian  point  of  view,  as  a  means  to  the  augment- 
ation of  happiness.  But  the  treatise,  except  as  regards 
some  severe  and  by  no  means  just  criticisms  of  San- 
derson, has  little  in  common  with  the  Aristotelian  system. 
A  more  just  and  philosophical  view  of  Logic  will  be 

Kirwan.  found  in  the  works  of  another  English  writer.  Dr.  Kirwan, 
whose  "  Logic,  an  Essay  on  the  elements,  principles,  and 
different  modes  of  Reasoning,"  was  published  in  1807. 
Dr.  Kirwan  deserves  honourable  mention  as  one  who 
has  profited  by,  without  servilely  following,  the  teaching 
of  Locke.  While  adopting  much  that  is  valuable  in 
the  writings  of  Locke  and  his  successors,  particularly 
Berkeley  and  Condillac,  he  has  ably  defended  the 
Aristotelian  Logic  against  the  depreciating  criticisms  of 
Locke  and  his  followers.  He  has  however  taken  too 
narrow  a  view  of  the  field  of  Logic,  in  confining  it  to  the 
single  process  of  Argumentation,  in  which,  as  well  as  in 
his  definition  of  it  as  both  a  Science  and  an  Art,  he  has 
been  followed  by  Archbishop  Whately ;  while,  on  the 
other  hand,  his  treatment  of  the  argumentative  process 
contains  much  which  from  the  formal  point  of  view  must 
be  condemned  as  extralogical. 

Wolf.  The  most  important  work  on  Logic  from  the  School 

of  Leibnitz  is  the  Philosophia  Rationalis  of  Wolf,  first 


INTRODUCTION. 


li 


published  in  17*28.  Wolf  is  regarded  by  Kant  as  the 
representative  of  the  dogmatic  philosophy.  Philosophy 
with  W^olf  is  the  science  of  things  possible,  so  far  as 
they  are  possible,  and  contains  three  principal  branches. 
Theology,  Psychology,  and  Physics.  The  criterion  of 
the  possible  is  the  principle  of  contradiction.  Whatever 
is  not  contradictory  is  possible^.  Logic  directs  the 
mind  in  the  knowledge  of  all  being ;  its  principles  being 
drawn  on  the  one  side  from  Ontology,  on  the  other 
from  Psychology.  The  Logica  Docens  is  defined  by 
Wolf  as  a  Practical  Science ;  the  Logica  Uteris  as  an 
Art;  the  former  being  acquired  by  teaching,  the  latter 
by  practice.  The  details  of  Wolf's  Logic  are  principally 
Aristotelian,  with  one  or  two  ingenious  but  perverse 
refinements.  Thus,  he  reduces  subaltern  opposition  to 
a  syllogism  with  an  identical  minor  premise,  and  all 
immediate  consequences  to  abridged  hypothetical  syl- 
logisms. '  Induction  he  regards,  like  Archbishop  Whately, 
as  a  syllogism  with  the  major  premise  suppressed.  Wolf 
is  also  the  author  of  a  smaller  Logic  in  German,  of  which 
there  is  a  good  English  translation,  published  in  1770. 

To  the  same  school  as  Wolf  belong  Baumgarten  andBaum- 
Meyer.     Baumgarten  is  highly  praised  by  Kant  for  his  ^ye".' 
concentration  of  the  Wolfian  system.    An  annotated  copy 
of  Meyer's  Logic  is  the   foundation   of  that   of  Kant 
him  self  ^ 

Lambert,  whose  Neues  Organon  appeared  in  1764,  Lambert. 
may  be  regarded  as  uniting  in  a  great  measure  the 
doctrines  of  the  antagonist  schools  of  Locke  and  Leibnitz, 
and  as  the  precursor  of  the  Critique  of  Kant.  His 
system  is  divided  into  four  principal  parts,  contributing 
conjointly  to  the  investigation  and  communication  of 
truth :    Dianoiology,   or  the   doctrine   of  the   laws  and 

^  On  this  criterion,  see  Hamilton  on  Eeid,  p.  377. 

'  See  the  Preface  to  Rosenkranz's  edition  of  Kant's  Logic. 
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power  of  the  understanding  in  thought;  Alethiologyi  or 
the  doctrine  of  truth  as  opposed  to  error;  Semiotic,  or 
the  doctrine  of  signs  and  their  influence  to  the  know- 
ledge of  truth  ;    and  Phenomenology,  or  the  doctrine  of 
false  appearances  and  the  means  of  avoiding  them.     In 
his  first  part,  he  principally  follows  Wolf,  but  differs 
from  him  in    his  view  of  the   Syllogistic  figures;    the 
three  last  figures  being  regarded  as   resting  on  inde- 
pendent axioms,  coordinate  with  the  dictum  de  omni  et 
nullo.     These   axioms   are    distinguished    as   dictum  de 
diverso,  dictum  de  exemplo,  and  dictum  de  reciproco.     In 
his  second  part,  which  treats  of  simple  and  complex 
notions,  and  of  truth  and  error,  Lambert  acknowledges 
his    obligations    to    Locke.     In   the    third,   the    theory 
of  language  and  its  relation  to  thought  is  treated  with 
considerable    fulness.     The    fourth    part,   which   treats 
of  appearance  as  distinguished  from  reality,  has  more 
of  a  metaphysical  and  psychological  than  of  a  logical 
character,  with  some  mixture  of  physiology. 
Ploucquet.      Another  German  Logician  who  deserves  mention,  not 
so  much  for  the  importance  as  for  the  eccentricity  of 
his  views,  is  Godfrey  Ploucquet  of  Tubingen,  a  con- 
temporary of  Lambert's,  the  author  in   1763  of  a  "  Me- 
thodus  calculandi  in  Logicis,"  afterwards  included  with 
other   writings   in   his  "  Commentationes   Philosophicae 
selectiores,"  published  in  1781.     Ploucquet's  work  is  re- 
markable as  an  attempt  to  exhibit  the  reasonings  of  Logic 
in  the  form  of  an  algebraical  calculus,  an  attempt  recently 
carried  out  to  a  greater  extent  by  the  "  Neue  Darstellung 
der  Logik"  of  Drobisch,  and  in  the  logical  writings  of 
Professors  De  Morgan  and  Boole.     A  severe  criticism  of 
the  principle  of  Ploucquefs  Calculus  will  be  found  in 
Hegel's  Logic,  vol.  ii.  p.   143.     The  geometrical  illus- 
trations of  the  syllogism  by  Euler  and  Lambert  are  not 
of  sufficient  importance   to    require   a   separate  notice. 
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A  short  account  of  these,  as  well  as  of  Ploucquet's 
system,  is  given  in  the  Appendix  to  Professor  De 
Morgan's  "  Formal  Logic,"  p.  323. 

Kant  has  done  more   for   logical   science   than   any  Kant, 
philosopher    since    Aristotle;     partly    in    his    distinct 
treatise    on   the    subject,   and    still   more   in    the   exact 
examination  of  the  forms  and  functions  and  limits  of 
thought  which  runs  through  the  Critique  of  Pure  Reason. 
To  Kant  is  owing,  what  has  been   so  long  needed    a 
definition  of  Logic,  which  secures  for  it  a  distinct  and 
positive  field  of  inquiry,  as  the  Science  of  the  Necessary 
Laws    of    Thought,     Kant    also    did    great   service    in 
banishing   to   a   separate    region,   under  the   name    of 
Applied    Logic,  the    psychological   precepts  which   his 
predecessors,  especially  the  Cartesians,  had  incorporated 
with   the  body  of  the   science,  and  giving    thereby  to 
formal  thought  its  proper  position  as  thg  object  of  Pure 
Logic.     His   demonstration  that  an  universal  material 
criterion  of  truth  is  not  only  impossible,  but  self-con- 
tradictory^,  has  furnished  us  with  the  principle  of  a 
more  liberal  and  enlightened  appreciation  of  the  real 
character   and   value  of  formal   thinking   than   can   be 
supplied  by  the  whole  previous  history  of  philosophy. 

At  the  same  time,  it  must  be  admitted  that  the  logical 
system  of  Kant  is  chargeable  with  one  serious  deficiency, 
which  has  been  prominently  shewn  in  the  subsequent 
history  of  the  science.  He  divorces  altogether  his  a 
priori  science  from  all  connection  with  the  psycho- 
logical phenomena  of  consciousness,  from  all  examination 
of  the  actual  characteristics  of  any  determinate  operation 
of  thoughti.  These  matters  he  rejects  as  empirical ;  but 
without  such  empiricism.  Logic  and  all  pure  science  is 
impossible.     It  is  matter  of  each  man's  personal  experi- 

^  Logikf  Einleitung,  vii. 

'  See  Kritik  der  r.  V.  p.  58,  276.  ed.  Rosenkranz. 
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ence  that  he  actually  thinks;  and,  without  examination  of 
the  phenomena  of  special  acts  of  thought,  it  is  impossible 
to  ascertain  the  necessary  laws  of  thought  in  general". 
Logic  and  Psychology  thus  necessarily  form  portions 
of  one  and  the  same  philosophical  course,  and,  without 
a  knowledge  of  the  latter,  it  is  impossible  to  have  any 
sound  criticism  or  accurate  estimate  of  the  former. 

The  writings  of  Kant  have  had  immense  influence  on 
Logicians,  the    subsequent    Logic    of    Germany.      It   is    true    that 
the  two  greatest  of  his  immediate  successors,  Fichte  and 
Schelling,  have  produced  no  direct  logical  work;    and 
have  openly  expressed  their  low  estimate  of  the  science". 
But  a  host  of  able  writers  have  notwithstanding  arisen, 
as  numerous  as  the  Logicians  of  the  sixteenth  and  seven- 
teenth centuries,  to  promulgate,  to  correct,  or  to  oppose 
the  Kantian  Logic.     Some  of  these,  as  Hoff'bauer  and 
Kiesewetter,  adhere  for  the  most  part  to  the  Kantian 
limits.     Others,  as  Krug  and  Fries,  are  mainly  Kantian, 
though  they  have  materially  enriched  the  science  from 
their  own  resources;  and  the  latter  has  especially  noticed 
the  want  of  a  psychological  relation,  as  the  main  defect 
of  Kant's  system.     The  most  eminent  name  among  the 
strictly  formal   Logicians  since  Kant   is  Herbart;    but 
both  he  and  his  disciple  Drobisch  have  pushed  to  an 
extreme  Kant's  error  in  an  exclusively  a  ^priori  view  of 
the  science. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Logic  of  Hegel  reconstructs 
from  the  opposite  side  the  metaphysical  fabric  which 
Kant   had   overthrown.     After  the  Kantian  Critique,  it 


*»  Cf.  Cousin,  Lecons  sur  Kant,  p.  180. 

•>  Fichte,  in  his  "  Vorlesungen  ueber  das  Verhaltniss  der  Logik  zur 
Philosophic,"  altogether  repudiates  the  ordinary  Logic  to  make  way  for 
a  transcendental  system,  and  complains  that  this  was  not  sufficiently  done 
by  Kant.  Schelling  in  his  "  Bruno"  holds  the  same  ^iew.  "  Welche  Hoff- 
nung  zur  I'hilosophie  fiir  den,  welcher  sie  in  der  Logik  sucht?  Keine." 
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was  impossible  to  bring  a  philosophy  of  the  Absolute 
within  the  received  compass  of  human  thought:  there 
remained  only  the  attempt  to  expand  thought  to  the 
immensity  of  the  object,  by  a  gigantic  scheme  of  Intel- 
lectual Pantheism,  in  which  the  personal  consciousness 
and  its  limits  should  be  absorbed  in  the  processes  of  the 
one  Infinite  Mind.  Such  is  the  fundamental  principle 
of  the  Logic  of  Hegel,  a  Logic  constructed,  not  in  obe- 
dience to,  but  in  defiance  of,  the  laws  of  thought,  which 
are  held  to  be  valid  only  for  the  finite  understanding 
dealing  with  finite  objects ;  the  philosophy  of  the  infinite 
being  based  on  their  abrogation. 

It  is  not  easy  to  give  in  a  short  compass  an  account  of 
HegeFs  Logic,  which  shall  be  intelligible  to  an  English 
reader.      If  we  were  to  describe   it  as   an  attempt  to 
develope  a  Philosophy  of  Being  in  general,  by  repro- 
ducing'  the  Divine  Thought  in  the  act  of  Creation,  we 
might  support  the  view^  by  suflicient  quotations  from  the 
work;  but  it  would  convey  an  erroneous  impression  to 
one  who  did  not  bear  in  mind  the  total  suppression  of 
personality,  divine  as  well   as  human,  in  the  Hegelian 
philosophy.     It  may  perhaps  be  better  characterized  as 
an  illegitimate  expansion  of  the  fundamental  principle 
of  the  Cartesian  philosophy,  modified  in  some  degree  by 
the    Kantian.     "  Cogito,  ergo   sum"  is  true  within  the 
limits  of  the  personal  consciousness.    I  exist  only  in  so  far 
as  I  am  conscious  of  my  existence ;  and  I  am  conscious 
only  as  being  affected  in  this  or  that  determinate  manner. 
Within  these  limits  Thought  and  Being  are  identical,  and 
every  modification  of  the  one  is  a  modification  of  the  other. 
But  if  the  same  principle  is  to  be  accepted  in  its  Hegelian 
extent,  I  must  commence  by  ascending  from  my  per- 
sonal consciousness  to  a  supposed  Universal  Thought, 
identical  with  Being  in  general.     Here  personality  dis- 
appears altogether ;  and  the  problem  is,  to  deduce  from 
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the  identity  of  Thought  and  Being  in  general,  the  several 
identical  determinations  of  the  one  and  the  other.  Such 
a  process  is  not  thought,  but  its  negation.  If  the  Uni- 
verse had  one  consciousness,  the  system  might  be 
possible ;  for  Thought  and  Being  are  identical  only  in 
and  through  consciousness.  But  such  universal  con- 
sciousness could  not  be  my  consciousness;  and  thus 
the  Hegelian  assumption  cannot  be  grasped  by  any  act 
of  human  thought.  On  the  other  hand,  thought  without 
consciousness  is  inconceivable ;  since  it  implies  a  ne- 
gation of  the  one  essential  characteristic  under  which 
all  thought  is  prcificntcd  to  the  human  cniiHl.  The  logical 
notion  uhich  is  not  a  function  of  my  own  personal 
lbougbt>  18  a  mere  empty  abatraction,  inconceivable  by 
reason ;  and  the  ftystem  deduced  from  it  is  incompatible 
with  those  regulative  tnithx  that  are  iil>ovc  reaKon. 
Vulgar  Rationalisin  subjects  belief  to  thought;  it  baa 
been  reserved  for  TninMcendental  Philosophy  to  aciibjeot 
it  to  the  annihilation  of  thought. 

Speculative  philaxophy  luu&  had  tliree  great  pcnod.s, 
each  of  whieb  has  been  eonsummated  by  a  ctitieal 
ayMem  of  ivhtch  Formal  T^>gic  hu»  Ixien  a  eonxtituent 
portion.  The  Eleatic  and  Hatonic  metaphysics  found 
their  consummation  in  ArisOotle;  tlie  Scholaxtic  Philo- 
ac^hy  in  Occam ;  tliat  of  the  aeventcentli  and  eighteenth 
centuries  in  Kant.  But  from  the  Kantian  philosophy 
baa  arisiin  another  phaae  of  &]>ecalation,  not  less  dogmatic 
in  its  positions^  not  less  extravagant  in  its  aims,  not  less 
unstable  in  it.s  foundations.  \  crttieiMn  which  .shall  sift 
thoroughly  the  pretensiona  of  this  philosophy,  it  remains 
f<»r  tlie  ])reKent  gLMtt^rntion  to  aoeompllsh. 
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"  That  Logic,*"  aaj-»  Kant, «  ha«  oven  from  the  earliest 
times  advanced  in  the  sure  oourso  of  a  wjiencc,  is  manife:it 
from  the  fact  that  wucc  Aristotle  it  has  takeu  no  back- 
ward step.'»  "  It  is  worthy  of  romark  however,''  he  oou- 
tinues,  "  that  it  has  also  up  to  tliis  time  been  able  to 
take  no  step  forward,  and  thutt  to  all  appearance  seems 
to  be  concluded  and  perfected.**  This  remark  ia  true 
as  regards  what  Aristotle  did;  but  on  tlie  otlicr  baud,  a« 
regard*  what  Aristotle  left  undone,  it  is  no  less  true  that 
the  whole  stibxeqnent  history  of  the  aetencc  cxhibiu 
scarcely  any  thing  but  the  ebb  and  flow  of  unhealed 
opinion.  The  master  left  behind  him  a  collection  of 
writings;  and  to  the  substance  of  tliat  collection  his 
disciples,  have,  for  the  most  i>aTt,  faithfully  adhered; 
but  be  left  no  defuiiiion  of  the  science  on  which  he 
wrote,  and  no  principle  for  determining  its  boundaries; 
and  these  accordingly  have  been  matter  of  controversy 
ever  since. 

Ciitomaclius  compared  die  Logic  of  his  day  to  the 
moon,  which  never  ceases  waxing  and  waning*.  The 
cttiiw  of  complaint  has  assuredly  not  been  diminished 
by  the  labours  of  subsequent  expo.Kitors  down  to  the 
present  time.  Kcw  logioiatis  have  in  their  practical 
treatment  materially  added  to  or  taken  from  the  original 
body  of  the  xystom :  few  on  tlie  other  band  are  theore- 
tically agreed  as  to  what  it  is  that  they  arc  expounding. 
Ask  of  almost  any  writer,  "  What  is  Logic?**  the  reply 
is  almont  unanimmis,  that  it  is  tbe  subject  treated  of  in 
Aristotle's  Organon.  Ask  what  is  this  subject;  and 
nearly  every  coromeutator  ha*  a  different  definition. 
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Let  us  bring  together  a  few  of  these  conflictiDg 
witnesses.  Logic  is  a  part  of  philosophy  p.  It  is  not 
a  part,  but  an  instruments  It  is  both  a  part  and  an 
instruments  It  is  both  a  science  and  an  art'.  It  is 
neither  science  nor  art,  but  an  instrumental  habit*. 
It  is  a  science  and  not  an  art\  It  is  an  art  and  not 
a  science*.  It  is  the  science  of  argumentation' — of 
the  operations  of  the  mind  so  far  as  they  are  dirigible 
by  laws^ — of  the  syllogism' — of  the  understanding  in 
relation  to  evidence^ — of  the  laws  of  thought".  It  is 
the  art  of  thinking^— of  reason  in  g*^— of  the  right  use  of 
reason'— of  dissertation «— of  teaching '•—of  directing  the 
mind  to  any  object'- of  forming  instruments  for  the 
direction  of  the  mind"*. 

""Let  us  endeavour  to  disentangle  some  of  the  confusion 
in  which  the  reader  may  be  involved  by  this  multitude  of 
definitions.     Logic  was  divided  by  the  Schoolmen  into 


P  The  Stoics.   See  Ammonius,  Prooem.  in  Categ.  Philoponus,  Prooem.  in 

Anal.  Prior. 

q  The  Peripatetics.   See  Ammonius,  Prooem.  in  Categ.    Philop.,  Prooem. 

in  Anal.  Prior. 

'  The  Academics.     See  Ammonius,  1.  c.  Philoponus,  1.  c.  and  Brandis, 

Scholia,p.  140,b.  31. 

»  Petrus  Hispanus,  Suarez,  Ruvius,  ^Emilius  Acerbus,  Bentham,  Kirwan, 

Whately,  J.  S.  MUl. 
t  The  Greek  Commentators,  Zabarella,  Smiglecius. 
»  Albeilus  Magnus,  Aquinas,  Scotus,  Wolf,  Kant. 
»  Ramus,  Keckermann,  Burgersdyck,  Sanderson,  Aldrich. 
y  Albertus  Magnus,  Alfarabi,  Avicenna,  Algazel. 
*  Aquinas. 
»  Scotus. 
b  J.  S.  Mill. 

c  Kant,  Hoft'bauer,  Krug,  Sir  W.  Hamilton. 
^  Gassendi,  Amauld. 

<  Le  Clerc,  Crakanthorpe,  WalUs,  Kirwan,  Whately. 
f  Clauberg,  Watts. 
f  Ramus, 
h  Melanchthon. 
»  Bentham. 
^  Burgersdyck,  Sanderson,  Aldrich. 
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the  Logica  docens  and  the  Logica  utenSy  and  the  same 
division  had  been  made  before  by  the  Greek  Com- 
mentators, under  the  title  of  Logic  without  and  with 
application  to  things'.  The  former  denotes  Logic  in  its 
theoretical  character,  as  concerned  merely  with  the  laws 
and  forms  of  thought ;  the  latter  is  the  practical  appli- 
cation of  thought  to  this  or  that  object  matter.  The 
discrepancies  in  the  definition  of  Logic,  as  Science  or 
Art,  may  partly  be  traced  to  a  confusion  between  these 
two. 

The  Logica  docens  is  properly  a  Science  and  not  an 
Art.  It  is  not  correct  to  say,  as  has  frequently  been 
said  or  implied  by  modern  Logicians,  that  every  Science 
is  an  Art,  because  all  knowledge  admits  of  a  practical 
application.  "  The  truth  is,"  says  Bentham,  "  that  how- 
soever clearly  distinguishable  in  idea,  the  two  objects, 
Art  and  Science,  in  themselves  are  not,  in  any  instance, 
found  separate.  In  no  place  is  any  thing  to  be  done, 
but  in  the  same  place  there  is  something  to  be  known; 
in  no  place  is  any  thing  to  be  known,  but  in  the  same 
place  there  is  something  to  be  done."  The  terras  thus 
extended  are  too  vague  to  be  of  any  value,  and  tend  to 
confuse  rather  than  to  distinguish.  Science  is  not  Art, 
though  scientific  knowledge  may  be  the  basis  of  artistic. 
A   Science    admits   of    a   practical   employment    under 


•  "  Intelligendum  est  tamen  quod  Logica  dupliciter  consideratur.  Uno 
modo  in  quantum  est  docens,  et  sic  ex  necessariis  et  propriis  principiis 
procedit  ad  necessarias  conclusiones,  et  sic  est  scientia.  Alia  modo  in 
quantum  utimur  ea  applicando  earn  ad  ilia  in  quibus  esc  usus,  et  sic  non 
est  ex  propriis,  sed  ex  communibus ;  nee  sic  est  scientia."  Scotust  super 
Univ.  Porph.  Qu.  1.  "Est  Logica  docens,  quae  tradit  prsecepta,  quibus 
docetur  quid,  quomodo  faciendum :  utens  vero  est,  quae  ex  praeceptis  efficit 
opera  ipsis  conformia,  sicut  cum  artifex  ex  praeceptis  artis  efficit  opera 
artis."  Smiglecii  Loyica,  Disp.  ii.  Qu.  vi.  For  the  parallel  distinction 
between  Logic  without  and  with  application  to  things,  (x^P^s  irpayfidrcoVf 
(rvix$ifia^ofieyr]  rols  irpdyixaaiv,  iv  xp'^o'^*  ^al  yv/jLvaaiq.  Trpayfxdruy,)  see 
Ammonius,  Prooem.  in  Categ.   Philoponus,  Procem.  in  Anal.  Prior. 
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certain  conditions ;  but  it  does  not  become  an  Art  until 
those  conditions  are  complied  with,  and  it  may  exist 
as  a  Science  without  them.  The  ordinary  distinction 
between  the  man  of  theory  and  the  man  of  practice  is  a 
proof  of  this.  A  man  may  have  a  scientific  knowledge 
of  music,  and  yet  have  no  power  of  playing  on  any 
instrument.  He  may  be  acquainted  with  the  principles 
of  perspective,  without  any  skill  in  the  use  of  the  pencil. 
He  may  know  the  mathematical  principles  of  Optics, 
and  yet  be  sadly  at  a  loss  if  required  to  make  a  pair  of 
spectacles.  He  may  have  studied  the  anatomy  of  the 
human  frame,  and  yet  be  unable  to  perform  a  surgical 
operation.  He  may  talk  like  a  Curius,  and  live  like  a 
Bacchanal.  And  in  like  manner,  he  may  be  familiar 
with  Barbara,  Celarent,  and  Baralipton,  but  in  practice 
be  a  weak  and  inconclusive  reasoner.  On  the  other 
hand,  he  may  possess  Art  without  Science,  that  is  to  say, 
he  may  have  considerable  dexterity  in  the  practice  of 
any  operation,  without  being  able  to  give  a  clear  account 
of  the  principles  on  which  it  is  conducted.  Science 
is  no  more  Art  because  the  man  of  science  may  become 
an  artist,  than  a  boy  is  a  man  because  he  may  grow  up 
into  one.  Nay,  far  less  so ;  for  the  boy  becomes  a  man 
in  the  course  of  nature,  without  any  effort  of  his  own ; 
while  the  man  of  theory  may  remain  a  man  of  theory  all 
his  life,  without  ever  learning  to  apply  his  knowledge  to 
practice. 

When  we  are  asked,  What  is  Logic  ?  it  is  clearly 
meant.  What  is  the  object  of  which  books  on  Logic 
treat.  No  treatise  on  Logic  can  give  all  its  practical 
applications.  It  can  at  best  select  only  a  few  speci- 
mens, and  these  by  way  of  example,  not  as  an  essential 
part  of  the  theory.  But  it  professes  to  give,  and  is 
bound  to  give,  the  entire  principles  of  reasoning,  or 
rather  of  thinking  in  general,  even  though  it  illustrates 
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its  teaching  by  no  other  examples  than  algebraical 
symbols.  A  treatise  on  Logic  is  not  designed  primarily 
to  give  men  facility  in  the  practice  of  reasoning,  any 
more  than  a  treatise  on  Optics  is  intended  to  improve 
their  sight;  and  it  would  be  as  correct  for  a  writer  on 
the  mathematical  principles  of  Optics  to  entitle  his  work, 
"  Optics,  or  the  art  of  improving  defective  vision,*'  as  it 
is  for  a  writer  on  the  principles  of  Logic  to  adopt  for 
his  title,  "  Logic,  or  the  art  of  reasoning."  Yet  w^e  do 
not  therefore  deny  that  a  knowledge  of  Optics  is  useful 
in  making  spectacles,  nor  that  a  knowledge  of  Logic  is 
valuable  in  the  practice  of  reasoning. 

Art,  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  term,  is  acquired  by 
practice.  Science  by  study".  A  man  who  has  learnt  to 
reason  accurately  by  practice  in  special  cases,  without 
a  knowledge  of  the  laws  of  the  syllogism,  has  the  art  of 
reasoning,  but  not  the  science.  He  who  knows  the 
theory,  but  does  not  practise  it,  has  the  science  of 
reasoning,  but  not  the  art.  The  Logic  to  be  found  in 
treatises  on  the  subject,  i.  e.  the  Logica  docens,  is  thus 
clearly  a  science  and  not  an  art;  for  it  is  gained  by 
study  and  not  by  exercise.  But  there  is  a  further  dis- 
tinction between  speculative  and  practical  science, 
according  as  the  knowledge  which  it  conveys  is  con- 
sidered as  an  end  in  itself,  or  only  as  a  means  to  be 
applied   to   some   further  purpose".     And   here   again, 


"  See  Wolf,  Philosophia  Bationalis,  Proleg.  §.  10.  "  Omnis  Logica  utens 
est  habitus,  qui  proprio  exercitio  comparatur,  minime  autem  discendo 
acquiritur,  adeoque  et  ipsa  doceri  nequit.  Quamobrem,  cum  Logica 
omnis  sit  vel  docens  vel  utens,  neque  enim  prseter  regularum  notitiam 
atque  habitum  eas  ad  praxin  transferendi  tertium  concipi  potest;  sola 
Logica  artificialis  docens  ea  est  quae  doceri  adeoque  in  numerum  disci- 
plinarum  philosophicarum  referri  potest.  Atque  ideo  quoque  Logicam 
definivimus  per  scientiam,  minime  autem  per  artem  vel  habitum  in  genere, 
quod  genus  convenit  Logic»  utenti." 

"  Arist.  Metaph.  A  minor,  c«  1.    'OpQws  8'  ix^i  koX  rh  Ka.\u<rQai  r)]v  <pxKo- 
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Logicians  of  eminence,  who  are  agreed  as  to  the  genus 
of  Logic,  are  at  issue  as  to  its  species.  Granted  that 
Logic  is  a  science,  is  it  speculative  or  practical  ?  Wolf, 
the  ablest  of  the  German  writers  on  Logic  before  Kant, 
while  distinguishing  accurately  between  Science  and 
Art,  regards  Logic  as  belonging  to  the  practical,  not  to 
the  speculative  sciences,  the  knowledge  which  it  fur- 
nishes being  subservient  to  the  discipline  of  the  mind 
and  the  acquisition  of  further  truths.  Accordingly 
he  defines  Logic  as  "  Scientia  dirigendi  facultatem  cog- 
noscitivam  in  cognoscenda  veritate"."  On  the  other 
hand,  Kant,  who  defines  Logic  as  "  the  Science  of  the 
necessary  laws  of  the  Understanding  and  the  Reason," 
considers  and  treats  it  as  speculative p,  and  the  same 
view  is  well  maintained  by  the  excellent  French  trans- 
lator of  the  Organon,  M.  St.  Hilaire,  whose  language 
may  be  quoted  as  an  accurate  and  admirably  expressed 
statement  of  the  true  purpose  of  Logic  and  the  spirit  in 
which  it  should  be  studied.  "  Sans  la  logique,  I'esprit 
de  rhomme  pent  admirablement  agir,  admirablement 
raisonner;  mais  sans  elle,  il  ne  se  connait  pas  tout 
entier :  il  ignore  Tune  de  ses  parties  les  plus  belles  et 
les  plus  fecondes.  La  logique  la  lui  fait  connaitre. 
Voila  son  utilite:  elle  ne  peut  pas  en  avoir  d'autrci." 

That  this  latter  is  the  true  view  is  manifest,  as  soon  as 
we  distinguish  accurately  between  the  essential  con- 
tents of  Logic  and  its  accidental  applications.  The 
benefits  performed  by  Logic  as  a  medicine  of  the  mind, 
however  highly  we  may  be  disposed  to  rate  them,  are 


epyoy. 

°  Philosophia  Rationalisy  §.61.  This  was  also  the  opinion  of  Occam  and 
others.     See  iEmilius  Acerbus,  Quaest.  Log.  Qu.  v. 

P  Loyik,  Einleitung  I.  This  was  also  the  opinion  of  Scotus  and  others. 
See  ^milius  Acerbus,  1.  c. 

1  Preface f  p.  xlii. 
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accidental  only,  and  arise  from  causes  external  to  the 
science  itself:   its  speculative  character,  as  an  inquiry 
into  the  laws  of  thought,  is  internal  and  essential.     To 
the  twofold  character  of  Logic,  two  conditions  are  neces- 
sary.    Firstly,    that  there    should  exist   certain  mental 
laws  to  which  every  sound  thinker  is  bound  to  conform. 
Secondly,  that  it  should  be  possible  to  transgress  those 
laws,  or  to  think  unsoundly.     On   the  former  of  these 
conditions  depends  the  possibility  of  Logic  as  a  specu- 
lative science  :  on  the  latter,  its  possibility  as  a  practical 
science.     Now  if  we  look  at  these  two  conditions  with 
reference   to  the   actual   contents  of  pure    Logic,  it  is 
manifest  that  the  abrogation  of  the  first  would  utterly 
annihilate  the  whole   science ;    whereas  the  abrogation 
of  the  second  would  at  most  only  necessitate  the  removal 
of  a  few  excrescences,  leaving  the  main  body  of  logical 
doctrine  substantially  as  it  is  at  present.     Suppose,  for 
example,  that  the  difference  between  sound  and  unsound 
reasoning  could  be   discerned  in  individual  cases  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  but  that  we  had  no  power  of  classifying  the 
several  instances  of  each  and  referring  them  to  common 
principles.     It  is  clear  that  under  such  a  supposition, 
the  present  contents  of  Logic,  speculative  and  practical, 
could  have  no  *  existence.     The  number  of  sound  and 
unsound  thinkers  in  the  world  might  remain  much  as  . 
it  is  now;    but   the   impossibility  of  investigating   the 
principles  of  the  one  and  applying  them  to  the  cor- 
rection of  the  other,  would  make  a  system  of  Logic 
unattainable.     But  let  us  imagine,  on  the  other  hand, 
a  race  of  intelligent  beings,  subject  to  the  same  laws  of 
thought  as  mankind,  but  incapable  of  transgressing  them 
m  practice.     The  elements  of  existing  Logic,  the  Con- 
cept,   the    Judgment,    the     Syllogism,    would    remain 
unaltered.      Logic,    as    a    speculative    science,    would 
investigate  the  laws  of  unerring  reason,  as  Astronomy 
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investigates  the  unvarying  laws  of  the  heavenly  phe- 
nomena; but  a  practical  science  of  Logic,  to  preserve 
the  mind  from  error,  would  be  as  absurd  as  an  Astronomy 
proposing  to  control  and  regulate  the  planets  in  their 
courses.  From  these  considerations  it  follows  that, 
even  granting  Logic  to  be,  under  existing  circumstances, 
both  a  speculative  and  a  practical  science,  yet  the 
former  is  an  essential,  the  latter  an  accidental  feature ; 
the  one  is  necessarily  interwoven  with  the  elements  of 
the  system,  the  other  is  a  contingent  result  of  the 
infirmities  of  those  who  possess  it. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Logica  uteris  may  be  either 
Science  or  Art,  according  to  the  purpose  to  which  it  is 
applied'.  Whenever  reasonings  are  employed  on  any 
special  object  of  knowledge,  there  we  have  an  instance 
of  the  Logica  utens.  The  opposite  view,  which  is  some- 
times taken  on  account  of  Aristotle's  distinction  between 
the  logical  and  the  analytical  or  physical  syllogism, 
arises  from  a  confusion  between  the  Aristotelian  and 
the  later  senses  of  the  term  logical. 

It  would  be  both  tedious  and  unnecessary  to  discuss 
in  detail  the  various  accounts  that  have  been  given  of 
the  object  of  Logic,  by  those  who  are  agreed  as  to  its 
genus.  Many  of  these  may  be  passed  over,  as  being 
merely  verbal  varieties  of  the  same  fundamental  view». 
One  or  two  statements,  however,  require  a  brief  notice, 

'  "  Distinctio  peccat,  qiiia  auctores  distinctionis  vocant  Logicam  uten- 
tem  solum  usum  partis  Topicse,  cum  Logica  utens  vel  conjuncta  rebus 
potissimum  dicatur,  et  de  aliis  partibus  Logicee  rebus  conjunctse  numquid 
non  poterunt  applicari  rebus  ea  qusB  de  definitione  et  divisione  demon- 
strationeque  prsecepta  traduntur?  Ex  quo  sequitur  ut  Logica  utens  sit 
quandoque  vere  Scientia,  ut  puta  Physica  vel  Metaphysica,  vel  siqua 
alia  est,  physicus  enim  demon strans  mixtum  ex  elementis  esse  corruptibile 
est  Logicus  utens,  et  talis  Physica  est  Logica  utens  et  vere  Scientia." 
Acerbi  Quopst.  Log.  Qu.  IV. 

•  Thus  the  opinion  of  Aquinas  is  virtually  identical  with  Kant's,  and  that 
of  Scotus  with  Archbishop  Whately's. 


as  having  been  maintained  by  eminent  authors  in  recent 
times,  and  involving  views  which  it  is  important  to  a 
clear  understanding  of  the  nature  and  legitimate  con- 
tents of  Logic  to  distinguish  from  each  other. 

According  to    Archbishop   Whately,    Logic    may   be 
defined  as  the  Science  and  Art  of  Reasoning^     In  this 
point  of  view,  the  processes  of  apprehension  and  judg- 
ment are  considered  not  in  themselves  as  independent 
acts  of  thought,  but  as  subordinate  to  argumentation. 
"  This  view,"  says  Sir  William  Hamilton",  "which  may 
be  allowed  in  so  far  as  it  applies  to  the  Logic  contained 
in  the  Aristotelic   treatises   now   extant,   was   held   by 
several  of  the  Arabian  and  Latin  Schoolmen ;  borrowed 
from  them  by  the  Oxford  Crakanthorpe,  it  was  adopted 
by  Wallis  j  and  from  Wallis  it  passed  to  Dr.  Whately. 
But,  as  applied  to  Logic,  in  its  own  nature,  this  opinion 
has  been  long  rejected,  on  grounds  superfluously  con- 
clusive, by  the  immense  majority  even  of  the  Peripatetic 
dialecticians ;  and  not  a  single  reason  has  been  alleged 
by  Dr.  Whately  to  induce  us  to  waver  in  our  belief,  that   \ 

*  In  another  passage,  Archbishop  Whately  maintains  that  Logic  is 
entirely  conversant  about  language;  adding,  "  If  any  process  of  reasoning 
can  take  place  in  the  mind,  without  any  employment  of  language,  orally 
or  mentally,  (a  metaphysical  question  which  I  shall  not  here  discuss,) 
such  a  process  does  not  come  within  the  province  of  the  science  here 
treated  of."     That  language  in  its  most  extended  sense,  i.  e.  some  system 
of  signs,  verbal  or  other,  is  essential  not  merely  to  the  communication, 
but  to  the  formation  of  thought,  appears  to  be  proved  by  universal  expe- 
rience  and  by  the   character  of  conceptions  as  distinguished  from  in- 
tuitigns.    But  notwithstanding  this,  language  must  be  regarded  only  as 
the  secondary  and  accidental  object  of  Logic,  which  is  primarily  conversant 
about  the  laws  of  thought,  not  about  the  instrument  by  which  it  is  formed 
or  communicated.    And  if  any  process  of  human  thought  were  possible 
without  language,  (which  Archbishop  Whately  appears  to  consider  as  at 
least  conceivably  true,)  the  laws  of  such  a  process  would,  equally  with  any 
other,  be  matters  of  logical  investigation.    On  the  question  of  the  relation 
of  language  to  thought,  see  Prolegomena  Logica,  p.  15% 

"  Edinburgh   Review,   No.   115,   p.   206.   reprinted  in   his  Discussions, 
p.  135. 
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I    the  laws  of  thought^  and  not  the  laws  of  reasoning,  con- 
/    stitute  the  adequate  object  of  the  science." 
t        "  The  error,"  continues  Sir  W.  Hamilton,  "  would  be 
of  comparatively  little   consequence,  did  it  not  induce 
a  perfunctory  consideration  of  the  laws  of  those  faculties 
of  thought;    these  being  viewed  as  only  subsidiary  to 
the  process  of  reasoning."     Of  the  truth  of  this  charge 
there    can    be    no    question.     A    student    might   read 
through   nearly  every  one   of  the  popular  treatises  on 
Logic,  without  finding  the  slightest  hint  of  the  fact,  that 
in  the  processes  of  conception  and  judgment,  as  well  as 
in  that  of  reasoning,  there  is  a  distinction  to  be  made 
between  the  form  of  the  thought  and  the  matter,  the 
former  being  equally  in  all  three  processes  accurately 
and  completely  determinable  by  logical  rules;  the  latter 
being  equally  in  all  three  beyond  the   domain  of  the 
science.     A  thought  may  violate  its  own  laws,  and  thus 
virtually  destroy  itself;  or  it  may  be  perfectly  consistent 
with  itself,  but  at  variance  with  the  facts  of  experieiTce. 
The  result  in  the  one  case  is  a  product  logically  ille- 
gitimate, or  the  unthinkable,  in  the  other  the  empirically 
illegitimate,  or  unreal. 

In  both  cases  alike  the  mind  is  supposed  to  be 
already  in  possession  of  the  necessary  data  for  thinking 
at  all.  Where  there  is  a  material  deficiency  in  the 
conditions  preliminary  to  an  act  of  thought,  we  cannot 
be  said  to  think  logically  or  illogically ;  for  we  cannot 
attempt  to  think  at  all.  Thus,  if  we  are  told  to  conceive 
objects  which  have  never  been  presented  in  their 
proper  experience,  a  colour  for  instance  which  we  have 
never  seen,  or  a  scent  which  we  have  never  smelt;  or 
if  we  are  required  to  form  a  judgment,  other  than  iden- 
tical, with  less  than  two  concepts,  or  a  syllogism  with 
less  than  two  premises,  we  are  in  the  position  of  a 
builder  without   materials,  who    can    neither  obey  nor 


disobey  the  rules  of  architecture.  In  every  art  or 
science,  in  every  inquiry  speculative  or  practical,  the 
existence  of  the  objects  of  inquiry  is  presupposed.  The 
astronomer  is  not  required  to  create  the  heavens,  nor 
the  grammarian  to  supply  rules  of  speech  to  the  mute 
fishes,  nor  the  logician  to  analyse  the  laws  of  thought 
where  no  act  of  thought  can  be  attempted. 

Thought  is  representative;   its  primary  materials  are 
presentations,  either  of  the  external  or  the  internal  sense. 
In  the  product  of  any  act  of  thought,  it  is  necessary  to 
distinguish    between    the    matter  and    the  form.      The 
former   is   all   that   is   given   out  of  and   prior   to   the 
thinking  act;   the  latter  is  all  that  is  conveyed  in  and 
by  the  act  itself.     To  conception  are  given  attributes; 
to  judgment  are  given  concepts ;   to  reasoning  are  given 
judgments.     By  the  act  of  conceiving,  the  attributes  are 
thought  as  representing  one  or  more  objects ;  by  the  act 
of  judging,  the  concepts  are  thought  as  related  to  one  or 
more    common  objects;    by  the    act  of  reasoning,  the 
judgments  are  thought  as  necessitating  another  judgment 
as  their  consequence. 

The  thinking  process  itself  may  also  be  distinguished 
as  material   or  formal.     It  is  formal  when   the  matter 
given  is  suflicient  for  the  completion   of  the  product, 
without  any  other  addition  than  what  is  communicated 
in  the  act  of  thought  itself.     It  is  material  when  the 
data  are  insufficient  and  the  mind  has  consequently  to 
go  out  of  the  thinking  act  to  obtain  additional  materials. 
If,  for  example,  having  given  to  me  the  attributes  A,  B,  C, 
I  can  think  those  attributes  as  coexisting  in  an  object, 
without  appealing  to  experience  to  discover  what  objects 
actually    possess    them,   this   is  formal  conceiving.     If, 

«  Cf.  Hoffbauer,  Logik,  §.11.  **  Maierie  des  Denkens  sind  VorsteUungen, 
aus  welchen  Gedanken  erzeugt  werden  konnen,  und  die  Form  des  Denkem 
1st  die  Art  und  Weise,  wie  dieses  geschicht." 
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having  given  to  me  the  concepts  P  and  Q,  I  can  pro- 
nounce "  P  is  Q,"  or  "  P  is  not  Q,"  without  a  similar 
appeal,  this  is  formal  judging.  If,  having  given  to  me 
the  judgments  "  W  is  X,"  "  Y  is  Z,"  I  can  elicit  a  con- 
clusion from  them  alone,  this  is  formal  reasoning.  The 
term  experience  is  here  used  in  a  wide  sense,  for  all 
accidental  knowledge,  all  that  is  not  part  and  parcel  of 
the  thinking  act  itself. 

One  condition  of  formal  conceiving  is,  that  the  attri- 
butes given  must  not  contradict  one  another.  There 
is  no  contradiction  between  the  notions  of  a  horse's 
body  and  a  man's  head.  A  centaur  therefore  is  as 
conceivable  as  a  man  or  a  horse,  whether  such  a 
creature  exists  in  nature  or  not.  But  if  we  try  to 
conceive  a  surface  both  black  and  white  in  the  same 
portion,  the  attempt  to  individualize  the  attributes  by 
applying  them  to  an  object  shews  at  once  their  incom- 
patibility. Such  a  combination  of  attributes  is  incapable 
of  representing  any  possible  object.  Hence  we  have  a 
law  of  thought,  or  condition  of  logical  possibility ;  namely, 
that  whatever  is  contradictory  is  inconceivable.  This 
is  the  well-known  Principle  of  Contradiction,  the  most 
general  expression  of  which  is,  "  nothing  can  be  A  and 
not  A,"  or  "  no  object  can  be  conceived  under  contra- 
dictory attributes." 

Another  law  of  thought  may  be  derived  from  the  fact 
that  all  thought  is  representative  of  possible  objects  of 
intuition y.  Hence,  whatever  limits  our  constitution  im- 
poses ^  priori  on  the  presentations  of  intuition,  the  same 
limits  hold  good  of  the  representations  of  thought.  Now 
intuition  is  possible  only  under  the  condition  of  limit- 
ation by  differences.  An  object  of  intuition,  as  such, 
possesses  definite  characteristics,  by  which  it  is  marked 


y  On  the  meaning  of  the  term  intuition,  as  distinguished  from  thought, 
see  below,  p.  2,  notes  c  and  d. 
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off  and  distinguished  from  all  others :  otherwise  it  would 
not  be  an  object,  but  the  universe  of  all  objects.  In 
the  act  of  conception,  therefore,  when  we  regard  certain 
given  attributes  as  constituting  an  object,  we  conceive 
it  as  thereby  limited  and  separated  from  all  other 
objects,  as  being  itself  and  nothing  else.  The  indefinite 
ideas,  therefore,  corresponding  to  the  general  terms. 
Thing,  Object,  Being  in  general,  are  not  concepts,  as  con- 
taining no  distinctive  attributes;  and  the  general  object 
denoted  by  such  terms  is  inconceivable.  This  law  of 
thought  is  expressed  by  the  Principle  of  Identity, 
"  Every  A  is  A,"  or  "  Every  object  of  thought  is  con- 
ceived as  itself." 

Attributes  which  comply  with  these  laws  are  logically 
conceivable ;  but  for  an  act  of  material  conception,  or 
rather  of  conception  combined  with  perception  or 
memory,  more  than  this  is  required.  A  centaur,  as  has 
before  been  observed,  is  logically  as  conceivable  as  a 
horse  ;  and,  as  mere  thoughts,  one  is  as  legitimate  as  the 
other.  But  the  senses  or  other  evidence  must  further 
assure  me  of  the  reality  of  the  objects,  before  I  can 
think  of  either  horse  or  centaur  as  having  any  existence 
out  of  my  imagination.  This  assurance  is  not  the  result 
of  a  law  of  thought,  but  of  a  fact  of  perception.  Hence 
as  a  general  rule :  all  imaginary  objects  are  conceived 
as  such  formally ;  all  real  objects  are  conceived  as  such 
materially,  that  is  to  say,  not  by  an  act  of  pure  con- 
ception, but  by  uniting  that  act  with  the  presence  or 
remembrance  of  other  sources  of  information. 

Formal  judging  is  possible,  affirmatively,  whenever 
one  of  the  given  concepts  is  contained  in  the  other; 
negatively,  whenever  one  of  them  contradicts  the  other. 
If  the  concepts  P  and  Q  have  no  attributes  in  common 
or  contradicting  each  other,  I  cannot  determine  whether 
they  coexist  in  any  object  without  an  appeal  to  expe- 
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rience ;  but  if  Q  contains  the  attributes  O,  P,  I  can  by 
a  law  of  thought  alone  determine  that  all  Q  is  P,  or  if 
Q  contain  an  attribute  contradictory  of  P,  I  can  in  like 
manner  determine  that  no  Q  is  P.  The  Laws  of  Identity 
and  Contradiction  are  here  again  called  into  operation. 
Hence  as  a  general  rule  :  all  analytical  judging  is  formal: 
all  synthetical  judging  is  material. 

Formal  reasoning  is  possible  when  the  given  judgments 
are  connected  by  a  middle  term  under  such  conditions 
of  quantity  and  quality  that  the  mere  act  of  thought 
necessarily  elicits  the  conclusion.  If  any  addition  to 
the  data  is  required,  the  consequence  is  material. 
Purely  formal  mediate  reasoning  or  syllogism  is  de- 
pendent on  the  same  laws  as  formal  judging,  the  Law 
of  Identity  governing  the  affirmative  categorical  syllo- 
gism and  the  Law  of  Contradiction  the  negative*;  while 
the  subordinate  Law  of  Excluded  Middle  is  called  into 
operation  in  the  immediate  inferences  of  Opposition 
and  Conversion*.  A  single  example  must  suffice.  In 
a  syllogism  in  Barbara  we  reason  in  this  form.  "  All 
A  is  [some]  B,  all  C  is  [some]  A,  therefore  all  C  is 
[some]  B."  The  law  which  determines  the  conclusion 
is,  that  whatever  is  identical  with  a  portion  of  A  is 
identical  with  a  portion  of  that  which  is  identical  with 
all  A.  Here  is  again  the  Principle  of  Identity.  "Every 
portion  of  a  concept  is  identical  with  itself."  The 
other  forms  of  syllogism  may  easily  be  analysed  in  the 
same  manner. 

The  critical  province  of  Logic  is  coextensive  with  the 
constructive.  As  the  logician  can  form  concepts,  judg- 
ments,  reasonings,  in  a   certain    manner  from    certain 

'  H}T)othetical  and  Disjunctive  judgments  and  reasonings  are  omitted, 
as  being  either  extralogical  or  reducible  to  Categorical  form.  See  this 
question  discussed  in  the  Appendix,  Note  I. 

"  See  Pmlegomenn  Logica,  p.  200.  (2nd  od.  p.  216.) 
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data,  so  he  is  competent  to  examine  all  that  is  or  pro*  l 
fesses  to  be  formed  in  like  manner  from  like  data.  To 
distinguish  the  apparent  from  the  real  is  the  purpose 
of  logical  criticism^:  that  which  presents  no  false  ap- 
pearance is  beyond  its  field.  If  a  thought  professes  to 
be  based  solely  on  formal  grounds,  to  be  guaranteed 
as  legitimate  by  the  laws  of  thought  alone,  Logic  is 
competent  to  examine  and  decide  upon  its  pretensions. 
If  it  professes  to  rest  in  any  degree  on  extralogical 
foundations,  on  a  sensible  experience  for  example,  or  on 
suppressed  premises.  Logic  neither  accepts  nor  rejects 
its  claims  to  a  material  validity,  but  dismisses  it  to  be 
tried  before  another  tribunal.  Accordingly  when  Logic 
is  defined  to  be  the  science  of  the  laws  of  formal  thinking, 
or  the  science  of  the  laws  of  thought  as  thought,  (not  as 
modified  by  experience,)  it  follows  that  it  can  adequately 
determine  the  conceivahility  of  an  object,  the  truth  or 
falsehood  of  an  analytical  judgment,  or  the  validity  of 
a  professedly  formal  resisomng,  in  which  the  given  premises 
are  stated  as  the  complete  conditions  of  the  conclusion. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  cannot  determine  the  real  existence  \ 
of  an  object,  the  truth  or  falsehood  of  a  synthetical  judg-  I 
ment,  or  the  validity  of  a  reasoning  professedly  material,  j 
in  which  the  premises  are  given  as  a  part  only  of  the 
conditions  of  the  conclusion.  Formal  thinking  can  be  ^ 
called  into  operation  by  itself.  Material  thinking  can 
only  operate  in  conjunction  with  an  act  of  perception  or 
memory ;  and  the  laws  of  thought  alone  are  no  guarantee 
for  the  trust-worthiness  of  the  concomitant  process.  It 
is  of  course  open  to  any  innovator  to  attempt  to  extend 
the  boundaries  of  the  science  by  material  additions;  but 

^  Arist.  Soph.  Elench.  c.  11.  'H  yhp  TTfipaffriK-fi  icrri  diaXeKTiK-fi  ris  ko) 
Ofupei  oif  rhv  eiSi^ra  &J\.Xh.  rhv  Siyvoovvra  Koi  trpoairoiovfxfvov.  'O  fihy  oiv 
Kwrh.  rh  Tcpayfia  Oecop&v  rh  Koivh  bia\iKTiK6sy  6  5^  rovro  <paivo(i4pus  votwu 
(ro<picrTiK6s, 
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he  does  so  in  the  teeth  of  Kant's  demonstration,  that  a 
criterion  of  material  truth  is  not  only  impossible,  but 
'  self-contradictory.  In  attempting  to  enlarge  the  field 
of  Logic,  he  only  makes  it  impossible  to  assign  to  it 
any  definite  field  whatever.  If  a  single  intruder  is 
admitted  from  the  province  of  material  knowledge,  no 
barrier  can  be  devised  which  shall  not  with  equal  facility 
give  access  to  all. 

On  this  ground  objections  may  be  taken  against  the 
view  of  another  eminent  English  writer  on  Logic,  whose 
work  has  attained  to  a  high  and  in  many  respects  a  well- 
deserved  reputation.     According  to  Mr.  Mill,  Logic  may 
be  defined  as  "  the  science  of  the  operations  of  the  un- 
derstanding which  are  subservient  to  the  estimation  .of 
j     evidence :    both   the   process  itself  of  proceeding  from 
>     known  truths  to  unknown,  and  all  intellectual  operations 
j    auxiliary  to  this^"     In  accordance  with  this  definition, 
his  treatise  on  Logic  is  based  on  a  combination  of  the 
Old  and  the  New  Organon  ;  and  the  Baconian  rules  for 
the  interrogation  and  interpretation  of  nature  are  com- 
bined with  the  Aristotelian  principles  of  the  syllogism, 
as  part  and  parcel  of  the  same  science. 
\       This  definition  appears  as  much  too  wide  as  that  of 
/  Archbishop  Whately  is  too  narrow.     The  latter  is  open 
to  objection,  because  it  excludes  from  the  province  of 
Logic  processes  of  thought  dependent  upon  precisely 
the   same   laws,  and    subject   to   the    same   method   of 
discovery   and    criticism,   as    that   of    reasoning.      The 
present  definition  is  open  to  objection,  because  it  in- 
cludes within  the  province  of  Logic  processes  governed 
by  different  laws,  involving  fundamentally  different  me- 
thods,  and    implying  essentially   distinct   conceptions, 
united  and  confused  by  the  ambiguities   of  a  common 
language. 

«  Mill's  Logic,  vol.  i.  p.  13. 


In  the  first  place :    the  purpose  of  the   Aristotelian 
Logic  is  to  investigate  the  laws  under  which  the  subject 
thinks ;  the  purpose  of  the  Baconian  Logic  is  to  inves- 
tigate the  laws  under  which  the  phenomena  of  the  object 
take  place  ^.     They  are  thus  respectively  occupied  with 
the  two  opposite  poles  of  human  knowledge,  the  ego  and 
the  non  ego.     The  questions  of  the  former  are  to  be  an- 
swered by  an  examination  of  the  internal  consciousness ; 
the  questions  of  the  latter  by  an  examination  of  external 
nature.    The  two  systems  are  thus  diametrically  opposed 
to  each  other  in  their  objects.     In  the  second  place :  the 
Aristotelian  laws  are  laws  of  thought  as  it  ought  to  he. 
The  Baconian  laws  are  laws  of  nature  as  it  is.     The 
former  are  principles  resting  upon  their  own  evidence ; 
certain  a  priori  as  laws,  whether  actually  complied  with  or 
not;  approving  themselves  to  consciousness  the  instant 
they  are  enunciated;  and  irreversible  in  thought,  because 
thought  itself  is  under  their  control.     The  latter  are  laws 
resting  upon  the  evidence  of  the  facts  to  which  they  relate; 
valid  only  in  so  far  as  they  are  actually  complied  with ; 
and  ceasing  to  be  laws  at  all,  the  instant  that  an  ex- 
ception to  them  is  discovered.     And,  however  universally 
true  in  nature,  they  are  always  reversible  in  thought; 
for  prior  to  their  discovery  we  had  no  reason  to  think  of 
them  at  all,  and  afterwards  we  have  only  to  discard  an 
adventitious  knowledge.     The  two  systems  are  thus  dis- 
tinct in  their  evidence;  the  opposite  of  the  one  being  the 
mentally  inconceivable,  that  of  the  other  the  physically 
impossible.     In  the  third  place :  in  the  applications  of 
the  Aristotelian  Logic  we  proceed  from  the  law  to  the 
facts,  constructing  types  of  reasoning  according  to  given 
principles,  and  accepting  or  rejecting  all  actual  cases, 
according  as  they  do  or  do  not  exemplify  the  law.     In 
the  applications  of  the  Baconian  Logic  we  proceed  from 

«*  See  Sir  W.  Hamilton,  Reid's  Works,  p.  712. 
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the  facts  to  the  law,  accepting  as  genuine  all  that 
actually  occurs,  and  rejecting  every  law  that  does 
not  account  for  the  facts.  The  two  systems  are  thus 
opposed  in  their  methods. 

On   account   of    these    differences,   the    ftindamental 
conceptions  of  the    two  systems  cannot  be  expressed 
in    the    same    terms    without    ambiguity.      Law   in    the 
Aristotelian   system    implies   a   consciousness    of    obli- 
gation, which  exists  whether  realised  or  not  in  practice. 
Law   in    the   Baconian    system   means  an  uniform    se- 
quence,  which  exists  only  as  it  is  realised  in  practice. 
In  the  field  of  nature,  the  conceptions  oi  cause  and  effect 
imply  no  more  than  the  antecedent  and  consequent  phe- 
nomenon.     In  the  field  of  thought,  the  cause  is  the  con- 
sciously productive  self,  the  effects,  the  thoughts  which 
by  its  own  power  and  under  its  own  laws  it  produces. 
Necessity  in  the  one  case  denotes  what  invariably  is;  in 
the  other,  what  cannot  but  be  thought.     In  short,  there 
is  hardly  a  term  in  the  one  which  can  be  transfen-ed  to 
the  other,  except  by  analogy.     In  all  that  is  phenomenal, 
the  facts  of  the  philosophy  of  matter  can  only  be  applied 
by  imperfect  analogy  to  the  philosophy  of  mind.     In  all 
that  is  real,  the  facts  of  the  philosophy  of  mind  can  only 
by  imperfect  analogy  be  made  use  of  in  the  philosophy 
of  matter.     The   Aristotelian   Logic,  like   Mathematics 
and  Moral  Philosophy,  is  constructed  h  priori  from  con- 
ceptions;    and  its  principles  and  conclusions  are  pri- 
marily  true  of  the  conceptions,  secondarily  only  of  actual 
objects,  on   the  supposition   that  they  conform  to   the 
conceived  model.     The  type  of  perfect  reasoning  is  the 
same,  though  there  may  not  be  such  a  thing  as  a  perfect 
reasoner  in  the  world;  just  as  the  standard  of  morality 
IS  the  same,  though  no  man  is  morally  perfect,  and  as 
the  demonstrations  of  Geometry  hold  good  of  conceived 
figures,  though  such  figures  in  their  mathematical  exact- 


ness are  never  met  with  in  practice.  On  the  other  hand, } 
the  Baconian  Logic,  like  the  subordinate  branches  of 
physical  science,  is  constructed  a  posteriori  from  thej 
observed  uniformities  of  nature ;  and  its  principles  and 
conclusions  are  true  primarily  of  the  facts  as  they  exist 
in  nature,  secondarily  only  of  our  conceptions,  so  far  as 
they  are  accurate  representations  of  the  facts.  Hence 
the  truth  of  the  system  entirely  depends  on  the  real 
existence  of  the  objects  of  which  it  treats;  and  the 
whole  fabric  would  fall  to  the  ground  if  the  objects  were 
annihilated  or  their  constitution  reversed.  Hence  too  a 
conception  not  in  accordance  with  facts  is  worse  than 
useless :  if  it  is  not  the  representation  of  nature  as  it  is, 
it  cannot  claim  to  be  accepted  as  the  representation  of 
nature  as  it  should  be. 

An  error  of  this  sort  becomes  serious  in  its  con- 
sequences. It  is  a  great  mistake  to  treat  various  defi- 
nitions of  Logic  as  mere  matters  of  opinion,  in  which 
each  ,person  is  at  liberty  to  expand  or  contract  the 
boundaries  of  the  science  according  to  his  own  leading 
conception.  The  whole  province  of  the  practice  of 
reasoning  may  be  affected  by  an  error  in  its  theory.  For 
example.  A  writer  who  treats  the  Organon  of  Aristotle 
and  the  Organon  of  Bacon  as  parts  of  the  same  system 
is  in  consistency  obliged  to  regard  the  so-called  laws 
of  thought  as  being  in  reality  laws  of  external  nature®; 
and  the  same  obligation  extends  to  all  cognate  branches 

• 

•  Thus  Mr.  Mill  {LogiCy  vol.  i.  p.  235.)  observes:  "So  long  as  what 
were  termed  Universals  were  regarded  as  a  peculiar  kind  of  substances, 
having  an  objective  existence  distinct  from  the  individual  objects  classed 
under  them,  the  dictum  de  omni  conveyed  an  important  meaning ;  because 
it  expressed  tlie  intercommunity  of  nature,  which  it  was  necessary  upon 
that  theory  that  we  should  suppose  to  exist  between  those  general  sub- 
stances and  the  particular  substances  which  were  subordinated  to  them. 
That  every  thing  predicable  of  the  universal  was  predicable  of  the  various 
individuals  contained  under  it,  was  then  no  identical  proposition,  but  a 
statement  of  what  was  conceived  as  a  fundamental  law  of  the  universe." 
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of  knowledge.     Hence  the  laws  of  physical  causation 
are  introduced  without  modification  into  the  moral  and 
intellectual  world ;   and,  instead  of  an  ideal  science  of 
man  as  he  ought  to  think  or  act,  we  are  presented  with 
an  empirical  science  of  the  observed  relations  between 
thoughts  or  actions  as  they  actually  take  place.     Thus  in 
the  place  of  a  system  of  Ethics  based  upon  the  theory  of 
a  free  will  as  it  ought  to  be  determined  by  moral  obli- 
gations, is  substituted  Ethology,  or  the  science  of  the 
actual  phenomena  of  habits  formed  by  a  necessary  agent 
under  the  laws  of  an  invariable  causation^    And  in  con- 
sistency, as  a  part  of  the  same  system,  we  ought  also  to 
be  presented  with  an  d,  posteriori  science  of  Geometry, 
based    upon    the    measurement  of   figured    bodies    as 
actually   found   in    nature.     This   alone   is   needed   to 
fiimish  the  consummation,  and  at  the   same  time    the 
reductio  ad  ahsurdum,  of  the  whole  system  &. 

On  the  above  grounds,  we  are  justified  in  rejecting 
Mr.  Mill's  definition  of  Logic  as  too  wide  for  scientific 
accuracy,  as  that  of  Archbishop  Whately  is  too  narrow 


for  scientific  completeness.  Between  these  two,  the 
views  of  Kant,  which  have  been  substantially  adopted  in 
the  preceding  pages,  hold  an  intermediate  position,  and 
one  which  promises  more  effectually  than  either  to  secure 
for  the  science  what  it  has  long  needed,  an  exact  de- 
finition and  a  systematic  treatment.  In  accordance 
with  these  views,  the  conception  of  Logic  which  has 
been  taken  as  the  basis  of  the  present  work  is  that  of 
the  Science  of  the  Laws  of  Pure  or  Formal  Thinking,  or, 
in  the  language  of  Sir  William  Hamilton'',  "  the  Science 
of  the  Laws  of  Thought  as  Thought." 

^  ReitCs  Works,  p.  698. 


f  The  reader  need  scarcely  be  reminded,  that  this  is  Mr.  MiU's  actual 
conception  of  Ethology  as  the  Exact  Science  of  Human  Nature.  See  his 
Logicy  B.  VI.  Chap.  V. 

»  This  indeed  is  almost  implied  in  the  conception  of  M.  Comte,  who 
regards  it  as  the  principal  office  of  Mathematics  to  furnish  a  substitute 
for  the  measuring  rod.  To  quote  his  own  words.  «  Nous  devons  regarder 
comme  suffisamment  constatee  I'impossibilite  de  determiner,  en  les  me- 
surant  directement,  la  plupart  des  grandeurs  que  nous  desirous  connaiti-e. 
C'est  ce  fait  general  qui  n^cessite  la  formation  de  la  science  mathematique. 
Car,  renon9ant,  dans  presque  tons  les  cas,  a  la  mesure  immediate  des 
grandeurs,  I'esprit  humain  a  du  chercher  k  les  determiner  indirectement, 
et  c'est  ainsi  qu'il  a  €\^  conduit  k  la  creation  des  math^matiques." 
Cours  de  Philosophie  Positive,  t.  i.  p.  123.  With  this  may  be  contrasted 
the  language  of  Plato,  Rep.  vii.  p.  527.  Atyovai  fi4y  irou  fid\a  y^Xolus  rt 
KoL  hvayKoiws'  &s  yhp  irpirrovris  T€  koX  vpd^eus  iVexa  irdyras  robs  \6yovs 
TOiovfifvoi  \4yovari,  rtrpaywylCfiy  Tf  ko)  iraparflvuv  Ka\  trpoffTidevai,  Kal 
ndyra  oSru  (pdeyySfifvor  rh  5'  llffri  ttov  way  rh  fiddnfia  yydfffws  li^eico  ^itt;- 
hfvSfifyoy. 
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CAP.  I. 
De  Termirds  Simplicibus, 

§.  1.  Mentis  operationes  in  universum  tres 
sunt*.  1.  Simplex  Apprehensio.  2.  Judicium. 
3.  Discursus^. 

*  Mentis  operationes  tres  sunt.  More  coiTectly  :  the  products 
of  pure  thought  are  three,  the  Concept,  the  Judgment,  and 
the  Syllogism.  Whether  these  are  to  be  referred  to  three 
distinct  operations  of  mind,  is  a  psychological,  not  a  logical 
question.  At  any  rate,  the  three  operations  must  be  regarded 
as  a  merely  logical  division,  invented  as  a  convenient  mode 
of  classifying  the  products  of  thought,  which  are  the  proper 
objects  of  Logic.  Cf.  Herbart,  Psychologie  als  Wissenschaft, 
Th.  ii.  §.  119. 

"  **  Sicut  dicit  Philosophus  in  tertio  de  Anima,  duplex  est 
operatio  intellectus.  Una  quidem,  quae  dicitur  indivisibilium 
intelligentia,  per  quam  scilicet  apprehendit  essentiam  unius- 
cuj  usque  rei  in  se  ipsa.  Alia  est  operatio  intellectus,  sciUcet 
componentis  et  dividentis.  Additur  autem  et  tertia  operatio, 
scilicet  ratiocinandi,  secundum  quod  ratio  procedit  a  notis  ad 
inquisitionem  ignotorum.  Harum  autem  operationum  prima 
ordinatur  ad  secundam :  quia  non  potest  esse  compositio  et 
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PiiwL.  ^-  ^^W^^^    Apprehensio,   est    nudus    rei    con- 

jceptus    intellectivus^,   similis    quodammodo    per- 
ceptioni  sensitivae^;   syait  enim  Imago  rei  est  in 

divisio,  nisi  simplicium  apprehensorum.  Secunda  vero  ordi- 
natur  ad  tertiam :  quia  videlicet  oportet  quod  ex  aliquo  vero 
cognito,  cm  intellectus  assentiat,  procedatur  ad  certitudinem 
accipiendam  de  aliquibus  ignotis.  Cum  autem  Logica  dicatur 
rationahs  scientia,  necesse  est  quod  ejus  consideratio  versetur 
circa  ea,  quae  pertinent  ad  tres  praedictas  operationes  rationis." 
Aquinas  in  Periherm.  Lect.  1 .  Cf.  Opusc.  xlviii.  Tract,  de  Syll. 
^  cap.  1.^  The  passage  alluded  to  by  Aquinas  is  De  An.  iii.  6.  1. 

•   7  M«»'  oZv  tS>v  d8uiip^ra>u  porjcris  ^'u  rovrois  nepl  &  ovk  ?art  r6  yl^.idos- 
iu  oU  5c  t6  ylrev8o,  Kal  ro  dXr}3.',,  av.d.aU  n,  rfdr,  porjfuir<ou  &cnrep  h 

opr<op.  'AdLaip,ra  are  either  dp,e^i<i  or  ,t8u.  Metaph.  ix.  1.  4. 
The  latter  only  are  poTjrd,  the  former  atadrjTd.  Cf.  Anal.  Post.  i. 
24.  11. 

•  Simple  Apprehension,  in  the  only  sense  in  which  it  can 
have  any  connection  with  Logic,  is  an  operation  of  Thought 
and  IS  more  properly  called  Conception.     It  is  necessary  to 
distinguish    Thought,    which    is    repreBentative,    and    whose 
immediate  object  is  an  universal  notim,  gained  by  comparison 
and  indifferently  applicable  to  many  individuals,  from  the 
various  intuitive  faculties,  which  are  presentative,  and  whose 
immediate  object  is  an  individual  thing,  act,  or  state  of  mind 
existing  without  or  within  ourselves.     This   distinction   is 
properly  psychological,  but  must  be  carefully  boi-ne  in  mind 
in  reference  to  the  logical  character  of  Thought.    A  fuller 
explanation  is  given  in  Prolegomena  Logica,  Chap.  I. 
■  .4  ^^  «.  ^*Ut.  cc*  Among  various  intuitive  faculties,  it  is  necessary  to  dis- 
.^^jO^  4r.it^  T^'"^  between  S£„,a<io„.  Perception,  and  Imagination.     The 
■     v^^lJUi^  two  former  are  distinguished  by  Stewart.  Outlines  of  Moral 
a-  K^  ««^  Phtlosophy,  §.  15.     ..  Sensation  expresses  merely  that  change 
,  Jt»,^.:^^w(*^  "»  ^^  state  of  the  mind  which  is  produced  by  an  impression 
^  ^l^,  M  "P°°  '^  "'S^-^  °^  «««^se :  of  which  change  we  can  conceive  the 
lU  A^^JU,  "T  .       nt  """'t"'  ''''^°"'  "°^  knowledge  of  external 
.t^l  o^ot    ^.I'll*!^.^^^^^  -P—  the  knowledge  we 
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oculo,  ita,  Idea  in  animo*:  estque  Incomplexa  vel 
Complexa. 

Apprehensio  simplex  Incomplexa,  est  unius  ob-  M  -^U^  a>i;_ 
jecti,  ut  calami,  vel  etiam  plurium,  confuse;   ut ^^"^ '^;^?^^ 
calami,  manus,  &c.     Complexa,  plurium,  sed  cum    >;,    I  u 
ordine  quodam  et  respectu ;  ut  calami  in  manuK      \  \ .        ^k.  ^ 

And  so  M.  Royer  Collard,  Jouffroy's  Reid,  vol.  iii.  p.  329.   *'  II       '    ^ 
y  a  dans  I'operation  du  toucher  sensation  et  perception  tout  Ci^  Vr 
ensemble:    changement    d'etat    ou   modification   interieure,  ^^ 

c'est  la  sensation :  connaissance  d'un  objet  exterieur,  c'est  la!''"    ' 


u^ 
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perception."      This   distinction   originated  with    Reid  T  byA^  H^f^jifr^ 
earlier  writers  Perception  was  used  widely,  as  coextensive  .. . f^kc  W 
with  Consciousness  in  general.    See  Hamilton's  Reid,  p.  876.  ' ^       I     ^ ' 
Imagination  is  properly  the  consciousness  of  an  image  in  the  '^^*^^^'^  *^ 
mind  resembling  an  absent  object  of  intuition.     The  image,  l^j^j 
like  the  object  which  it  represents,  is  individual.     By  the 
earlier  writers,  logical  and  psychological,  this  and  other  pro- 
cesses of  intuition  are  confounded  with  those  of  thought. 
Thus   Gassendi,  from  whom   Aldrich  has  borrowed,  treats 
Imagination,    Simple    Apprehension,    Conception,    Notion,    and 
Intellection,  as  identical,  and  employed  in  the  formation  of 
images,  ideas,  concepts,  or  phantasms  of  things. 

e  Idea,     In  the  later  and  post-Cartesian  sense  of  the  word; 
in  which  sense,  it  is  defined  by  Locke,  "whatsoever  is  the' 
object  of  the  understanding,  when  a  man  thinks."    For  the 
history  of  this  word,  see  Sir  W.  Hamilton,  Discussions,  p.  70. 
^  Confuse,     This  confused  apprehension  of  many  objects  is 
in  truth  only  a  succession  of  single  apprehensions :  thus  in  the 
example,  we  have  two  apprehensions,  first  of  calami,  and  then 
of  manus.     Aldrich's  distinction  between  incomplex  and  com- 
plex apprehension  is  inaccurate,  and  depends  merely  on  an 
accident  of  language.     In  respect  of  thought,  it  is  indifi'erent 
whether  we  express  the  same  notion  in  many  words,  as  an 
animal  with  the  head  of  a  man  and  the  body  of  a  horse,  or  in  one 
word,  as  Centaur,     Complex  Apprehension  should  properly 
be  applied  only  to  the  apprehension  of  the  proposition,  (the 
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duq^biecta,  sed,  quasi  pro  tribunali  sedens,  ex-^y 
presse  apud  se  pronuntiat,  ilia  inter  se  convenire 
aut  dissidere^. 

Est  enim  Judicium  aliud  Affirmativum,  quod 
vocatur  etiam  Composition ;  aliud  Negativum,  quod 
et  Divisio. 

Porro,  tarn  particula  Est,  quae  affirmando  con- 
,  ^  ,     ;  venientiam  exprimit,  quam  Non-Est,  quae  negando 

^^^^^^^  I  Dissidium,   appellatur    Copula ;    (sicut   et   Gram- 

matica   Conjunctiones   Disjufictivas   habet;)    atque 

banc  sub  determinatione  cosrnoscendo  difFert  Judi- 

f :      cium  ab  Apprehensione  complexa. 

•      i  E.  g.  Si    quis    dixerit    Triangulum   cequilaterum 

esse  (squiangulum,  possum  Apprehensione  Simplici 

oratio  i)er>c<a,— Aquinas,  Opusc.  xlviii.  de  Int.  c.  3.)  as  dis- 
tinguished from  that  of  a  term  or  an  imperfect  sentence. 

^  Percipit  duo  objecta,  This  expression  is  only  accurate  in 
the  earlier  and  wider  sense  of  perceives  =  is  conscious  of.  The 
elements  united  in  the  logical  judgment  proper  are  general 
notions,  the  objects  of  Conception.  With  this  explanation, 
Aldrich's  definition  is  tolerably  accurate  as  regards  the 
logical  judgment,  formed  by  the  union  of  two  concepts  repre- 
sented each  by  its  separate  sign  in  language.  But  this  must 
not  be  confounded  with  the  psychological  judgment,  which 
takes  place  in  every  act  of  consciousness.  The  latter  is  a 
conviction  of  the  presence  of  the  object  of  consciousness, 
either  internally  in  the  mind  or  externally  in  space.  This 
judgment  does  not  require  the  aid  of  language,  and  to  it 
Aldrich's  definition  is  not  applicable.  Cf.  Cousin,  Cours  de 
Philosophie,  le9on  23.  Hamilton  on  Reid,  p.  243,  375. 
Prolegomena  Logica,  p.  53,  (2nd  ed.  p.  62.) 

^  Compositio— (rvi/^eo-cy.    Divisio—fitaipccrtf.    See  de  Int.  i.  3. 
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incomplexa    intelligere    quid   sibi   velint    singula  <^^  ?lPU  h^ 
Orationis  hujus  vocabula,  complexa  vero  quid  tota  ^^\  jvr^^- 
sibi  velit  Oratio^:  Quin  et  ipsius  Naturae  lumine^  »^i-' 
intelligo.  Duo  quaelibet  objecta  vel  inter  se  con-i  jm,,.^  c^^^^ 
venire,  vel  non  convenire,  et  proinde  altera  Copu-   Lr^- 
larum  esse  jungenda:    Nondum  tamen  feci  judi-^^ Jrwij^^ 
cium  donee  Copulam  determinaverim,  i.e.  apud  ov^    «v  -  r- * 
meipsum  statuerim  haec  Duo  Objecta,  Triangulum  v^i^ 

cequilaterum,    et     Triangulum    cequiangulum,    hac     :o    r    ^^*^ 
Copula  Est,  non  autem  altera  Non-Est,  oportere    "  ,- 
conjungi. 

3.  Discursus^,  est  motus  sive  progressus  mentis 


^  Conception,  the  Apprehension  of  Logic,  implies  consi- 
derably more  than  the  mere  understanding  of  the  meaning 
of  words  or  sentences.  A  word  or  sentence  may  be  intel- 
ligible when  the  notion  signified  is  inconceivable ;  indeed,  the 
meaning  of  a  word  must  be  understood,  before  we  can  say 
whether  the  corresponding  object  is  conceivable  or  not. 
Conception  consists  in  an  unity  of  representation,  i.  e.  in  the 
power  of  forming  a  mental  image  of  the  several  attributes 
given  in  any  word  or  combination  of  words.  It  is  thus 
imagination  relatively  to  a  concept.  Cf.  Hamilton  on  Reid, 
p.  377.     Prolegomena  Logica,  p.  24. 

J  Ipsius  Naturce  lumine.  This  so-called  light  of  nature  is  in 
truth  one  of  the  laws  of  thought,  commonly  known  as  the 
Principle  of  Excluded  Middle.  {Principium  exclusi  medii  inter 
duo  contradictor ia.) 

•^  •"  Additur  tertia  operatio  quse  est  discursus,  ab  uno  com- 
posite vel  diviso  ad  aliud :  hoc  tamen  fit  per  arguraenta- 
tionem.  Est  autem  argumentatio  oratio  significativa  discursus 
rationis  ab  uno  cognito  ad  aliud  incognitum,  vel  a  magis 
cognito  ad  minus  cognitum.  Sunt  autem  argumentationis 
quatuor  species,  scilicet  syllogismus,  enthymema,  inductio,  et 
exemplum."     Aquinas,  Opusc.  xlviii.  Tract,  de  Syll.  cap.  1. 
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^^a1^^   ^^-^^-J^SJ^  .^^_^^^^^ '^    q^o<l  ^^  Ratiocinium 
M^^'^  •  ^  dicitur ;  et  significatuFCopula  lUativa,  qualis  est 

Ergo,  aut  alia  similis.    v.  g.  Qui  est  extra  fortunes 

jpotestatem  est  beatus.     Sapiens  est  extra  fortunce 

Ipotestatem.     Ergo,  Sapiens  est  beatus. 

Singulis    operationibus   sui   accidunt   defectus^ 

The  definition  is  too  wide,  being  applicable  to  the  immediate 
inferences  of  Opposition  and  Conversion,  as  well  as  to  the 
mediate  by  Argumentation.     In  all  there  is  a  progress  from  i 
one  judgment  to  another.     Discursus  is  more  properly  thell, 
I  progress  from  two  connected  judgments  to  a  third  resulting!.' 
Ifrom  their  connection.     Cf.  Port  Royal  Logic,  In  trod.  •♦  On  ,^' 
,  appelle  raisonner  Taction  de  notre  esprit,  par  laquelle  il  forme  j^^ 
y    ^  /  un  jugement  de  plusieurs  autres." 


f^ 


■t  ■ 
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Of  this  division  of  the  operations  of  the  mind,  Sir  W. 

i    Hamilton  has  observed,  that  "  it  never  was  proposed  as  a 

'^  psychological  distribution  of  the  cognitive  faculties  in  general  : 

^^but  only  as  a  logical  distribution  of  that  section  of  them 

'♦  which  we  denominate  discursive,  as  those  alone  which  are 

s^  proximately  concerned  in  the  process  of  reasoning."    Reid's 

.'   Works,   p.  242,   692.     Hence   Aristotle's   division,  which   is 

^psychological,  will  not  exactly  correspond.     The  nearest  ap- 

t  proach  to   Simple  Apprehension  is   17  r£v  abiaip^T<ov  vorja-isi 

6   but  poriais  is   variously  used,  and   in  its  widest   sense  will 

embrace  all  the  logical  operations,  and  even  (^ajrrao-m,  which 

belongs  rather  to  the  perceptive  soul.     See  de  Anima,  iii. 

3.  8.     Judgment  will  correspond  nearly  to  the  vTroXTjyjns  of  de 

An.  iii.  3.  7.     (Cf.  Trendelenburg,  Arist,  de  Anima,  p.  469.) 

The  latter  term  however  is  inapplicable  to  the  cognition  of 

axiomatic  truths.     Discursus  answers  to  biavo^a  and  Xoyto-zidy, 

the  former  term  being  applied  both  to  the  faculty  and  its 

operation.     But  there  is  much  uncertainty  in  the  use  of  all 

the  above  terms.     Cf.  Biese,  vol.  i.  p.  89,  327.     Hamilton's 

Eeid,  p.  768. 

1  The    service   supposed   to   be   performed    by   Logic   in 
relation  to  these  three  defects  is  more  fully  and  clearly  stated 


Apprehensioni,    Indistinctio ;     Judicio,    Falsitas ; 

Discursui,    Mendosa    Collectio.     Quae   cum    Sapi—'^^^  ^^^*^^"^" 

entes  animadverterent,  et  opportuna  illis  remedia 

by  Burgersdyck  Inst.  Log.  1.  ii.  c.  1.  "Mens  nostra  qua- 
druplici  defectu  laborat,  cum  occupata  est  in  investiganda 
rerum  cognitione :  vel  enim  non  assequitur  propositi  rei 
essentiam,  sed  circa  illius  accidentia  solum  hseret  ac  sensi- 
biles  notas;  vel  essentiam  rei  confuse  tantum  concipit,  et 
ratione  minime  distincta ;  vel  in  dubiis  non  reperit  quid 
statuat,  aut  etiam  statuit  quod  falsum  est;  vel  denique  non 
servat  ordinem  in  commentando,  qui  cum  natura  rerum 
consentit.  Hisce  quatuor  malis  opponit  Logica  totidem 
remedia.  Definitio  exhibet  menti  essentiam  rerum :  divisio 
efficit  cognitionem  distinctam :  syllogismus  tollit  animi 
incertitudinem  et  errorem  circa  themata  complexa :  methodus 
draiiav  sive  confusionem."  Hence  it  appears  that  falsity  of 
judgment  simply  was  not  regarded  as  remediable  by  Logic, 
but  only  falsity  in  relation  to  the  syllogism,  i.  e.  so  far  as  it 
depends  on  the  assumed  truth  or  falsity  of  other  judgments. 
But  the  above  statement  requires  considerable  limitation. 
Every  process  of  thought  is  liable  to  a  formal  defect,  as 
violating  its  own  laws,  and  to  a  material  defect,  as  inconsistent 
with  experience.  Thus  a  concept  may  be  obscure  or  indis- 
tinct formally,  as  implying  attributes  which  cannot  be  thought 
in  conjunction,  as  when  its  different  parts  contradict  one 
another:  a  judgment  may  be  formally  false,  for  the  same 
reason  r  and  a  reasoning  may  be  formally  inconsequent,  as 
transgressing  the  laws  of  the  syllogism.  In  all  these  cases 
the  fault  may  be  detected  by  Logic.  On  the  other  hand,  a 
concept  may  be  materially  obscure  or  indistinct,  as  containing 
attributes  which  we  have  never  met  with  in  our  own  expe- 
rience: a  judgment  may  be  materially  false,  as  being  at 
variance  with  facts:  a  reasoning  may  be  materially  incon- 
sequent, as  not  warranted  by  the  laws  or  analogies  of  nature. 
In  all  these  cases,  the  fault  can  only  be  detected  and  reme- 
died by  experience.  Cf.  Prolegomena  Logica,  p.  238,  (2nd  ed. 
p.  257.) 
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excogitassent,  praecepta  sua  in  unum  compegere ; 
eorumque  Scientiam  dixere  Logicam,  sive  Artem 
Ratioms'^.    ^  ^  ^    ^^^^  ^^^^^  ^yir-u^  i  J: ,  .    lu  kli 

Est  igitur  Logica,  Ars  instrumentalis   dirigens 
men  tern  in  cognitione  rerum"  :  ej  usque  partes  tres 


"  Logicam.     "  Logica  dicta  est  a^r^  roi)  \6yov.     Adyos  duplex 
est  Aristoteli,  6  eo-w  koI  6  ^a  \6yosy  id  est,  sermo  internus  et 
extemus.     Sermonem  internum  vocat  r6v  iv  rij  y^tvxfi  \6yov,  id 
est,  sermonem    qui   in   anima   est:    Plutarchus,   Daraascenus, 
aliique  appellant  \6yov  ivbiid^Tov  id   est  sermonem  intus  con^ 
ceptum;  et  externum,  \6yop  7rpo<f>opiK6p,  id  est,  sermonem /oras 
prolatum,  sive  pronunciatum.     Aoyos  «VSta^croj  sive  internus, 
nihil  est  aliud  quam  ratio  sive  cogitatio,  hoc  est,  actio  mentis 
res  objectas  earumque  nomina  concipientis.     Mens  enim  non 
solum  res  ipsas  concipit  atque  intelligit,  sed  et  idonea  vocabula 
excogitat  ad  conceptus  suos  aliis  indicandos  atque  explicandos: 
atque  ita  quodammodo  in  seipsa  loquitur.     A6yo9  7rpo<l>optK6s 
atque  externus,  est  sermonis  interni  cogitationumque  interpres, 
atque  (ut  Damascenus  loquitur,  lib.  2.  de  Orth.  Fid.  cap,  21.) 
ayy€\os  rov  vo^fiaros,  id  est,  nuncius  cogitationis.     Ab  utroque 
sermone    appellata   est    Logica,    (utrumque    enim   regit    ac 
format)  sed  ad  intemo,  quem  nihil  aliud  esse  diximus  quam 
mentis  rationem  sive  cogitationem,    praecipue   nuncupatur; 
ab  externo  sermone,  sive  ab   oratione,  tantum   secundario. 
Logica  enim  regit  cogitationes  animi  nostri  per  se ;  orationem 
non  per  se,  (hoc  enim  Grammaticae  convenit)  sed  eatenus 
tantum,  quatenus  rationis  nostrae  sive  cogitationum  interpres 
est."     Burgersdicii  lust.  Log,  1.  i.  c.  1.     Cf.  Arist.  Anal,  Post. 
I.  10.  6     Ov  TTpbs  TOP  €$<o  \6yop  t)  oTrdSet^ty,  dX\a  npos  top  ip  t^  i/n;;^^, 
eVet  ovBe  (rvXKoyi(rp.6s.     *Af i  yap  ZaTip  epoTTJpai  npos  top  e|a)  Xoyoi/, 
dX\a  npos  top  €aa>  Xoyop  ovk  aei.      The  terms  ipbtddiTOs  and  Trpoc^o- 
pixos  appear  to  have  originated  with  the  Stoics.     See  Wytten- 
bach  on  Plutarch,  II.  44.  A.  (Plutarchi  Moraha,  vol.  vi.  p.  378.) 
Compace  Prantl,  I.  p.  420,  507. 

"  Est  igitur  Logica.     This  definition  is  more  fully  given  by 
Burgersdyck,  Inst.  Log.  1.  i.  c.  I.     "  Logica  est  ars  conficiens 


sunt,  pro  operationibus  mentis  quas  dirigit.  1.  De 
SimpUci  Apprehensione,  2.  De  Judicio,  3.  De 
Discursu, 

§.  2.  QuoNiAM  vero,  inter  docendum  et  dispu- 
tandum,  neque  res  aliqua,  neque  conceptus,  cui 

instrumenta,  iisque  intellectum  dirigens  in  cognitione  rerum.   Logica 
docens  dicitur  quae   praecepta   tradit;    utens,   quae   praeceptis 
utitur.     Officium  Logicae  docentis,  est  tradere  praecepta  et 
modum  efficiendi  instrumenta,  quibus  mens  dirigitUr  in  cog- 
nitione rerum,  instrumentorumque  naturam  describere.     In- 
strumenta Logica   sunt  quatuor,  definitio,  divisio,  syllogismus 
et  methodus.     Officium  Logicae  utentis,  est  instrumenta,  cum 
opus  est,  efficere,  iisque  mentem  dirigere,  ne  in  quaerenda 
rerum  cognitione  hallucinetur."    From  this  it  appears  that 
the  knowledge  of  things  was  regarded  by  this  school  as  only 
the  remote  object  of  the  Logica  uteris,  as  applied  to  this  or 
that  matter,  and  hence  not  to  be  gained  from  any  logical 
treatise.     Thus  the  distinction  insisted  upon  by  some  critics 
between  in  cognitione  and  in  cognitionem.,  is  of  no  value ;  both 
being  merely  verbal  variations  in  expressing  the  same  view. 
This  definition  of  Logic  as  an  Art  arose  from  the  dialec- 
tical and  rhetorical  innovations  introduced  by  the  reformers 
of  Logic  in  the  latter  part  of  the  fifteenth  century,  and  was 
adopted  universally  by  Ramus  and  his  followers,  as  well  as 
by  the  Peripatetico-Eamists  o£fethe  school  of  Keckermann, 
and  afterwards  by  the  Cartesians.     Among  the  earlier  philo- 
sophers, the  Peripatetics  considered  Logic  to  be  neither  Art 
nor  Science,  but  an  Instrument.     The  Stoics  regarded  it  as  a 
Scien.ce,  in  which   they  were  followed   by  the   Schoolmen. 
Subsequently,  in  the  schools  of  Wolf  and  Kant,  Logic  again 
obtained  the  name  of  Science,  though  the  former  regarded  it 
as  a  practical,  the  latter,  more  correctly,  as  a   speculative 
science.     Cf.   Zabarella  de  Natura  Logica,  lib.   i.  Smiglecii 
Logica,  Disp.  II.  Qu.  V.    Sir  W.  Hamilton,  Discussions,  p.  132, 
Lectures  on  Logic,  i.  p.  9,  ii.  p.  233. 
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subjacet,  commode  in  medium  afferri  potest ;  ne- 
cesse  est  vicaria  utriusque  signa  substituere,  quorum 
usum  idoneum  docendo,  Logica  mentem  una  ad 
bene  operandum  instruit. 

Hujusmodi   signa  apud  homines  recepta,  sunt 
it/^>«^   W^  Nam   Fox  est  signum  rei  vel  conceptiis" 

.^*"'^eintj/2.ex^ins^^^  vicariumP:  et  in  significando,  primo 
^'/1^  ^^^'"^quidem  declarat  conceptum,  deinde  supponit  pro 
^"'        '  re^.     Dico  autem  ex  instituto,  quia  soni  inarticu- 

0  Primarily  of  the  conception,  secondarily  of  the  thing.     Cf. 

de  Int.  1.  2.  Kai  Sxrn^p  ovSe  ypdfifiara  iraai  to.  aird,  ovSe  (^«val  at 
airrai'  2,i/  /xcVot  raOra  arjfxela  Trpwrcos  rai^ri  Trao-t  TraOrifiaTa  r?js  y^XV^, 
Kal  hv  ravra  6/iota);iara,  Trpdyimra  ^drj  ravrd.      On  the  distinction 

between  cn^/xfW  and  ofioiafxa,  see  Waitz,  vol.  i.  p.  324. 

P  What  Aldrich  calls  simply  Vox,  is  called  by  Aristotle  (Pa>u^ 
avpaPTLKr),  and  by  Boethius  and  Petrus  Hispanus,  Voxsignificativa 
adplacitum.  In  the  latter  case,  Vox  is  extended  to  the  gram- 
matical  word;  in  the  former,  it  is  limited  to  what  mav  be  called 
the  Vox  Logica,  Logic  differs  from  Grammar,  in  considering 
language  simply  as  the  interpretation  of  thought,  (the  ^pprjuela  of 
Aristotle,)  not  as  in  any  way  expressive  of  the  passions  or  the 
will.  Logic  therefore  solely  regards  words  as  the  signs  of  an 
operation  of  the  reason;  and  hence  its  simplest  words  are  the 
noun  and  the  verb,  which  alone  are  perse  signs  of  conceptions. 
Syncategorems,  being  not  significative  but  consignificative, 
are  excluded  from  Logic,  but  recognised  by  Grammar.  So 
Aristotle,  in  the  De  Interpretation^  treats  only  of  the  noun 
and  the  verb.  In  the  Poetics,  ch.  20.  he  adds  the  cp<om\  ^ar,t,oi, 
the  conjunction  and  the  article.  Cf.  Harris,  Hermes,  ch.  iii. 
On  the  distinction  between  the  logical  and  the  grammatical 
proposition,  some  good  remarks-  will  be  found  in  Du  Marsais, 
Principes  de  Orammaire,  p.  321. 

«»  Supponit  pro  re.  The  supposition  (as  it  was  called)  of  a 
term  being  posterior  to  its  signification.  The  doctrine  of  the 
supposition  of  terms,  which  is  not  found  in  Aristotle,  is  one 
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lati,  vocesque  quas  Natura  sponte  suggerit,  extra 
artem  censentur. 

Jam,  quae  simplicem  Apprehensionem  exprimit. 
Vox  Simplex  est ;  quae  Judicium,  Complexa^ ;  quae 
Discursum,  Decomplexa.    Nam  argumentum  omne 

of  the  subtleties  of  the  parva  logicalia,  a  scholastic  addition  to 
the  Organon,  rather  grammatical  than  logical.  Suppositio 
was  defined  to  be  "  Acceptio  termini  substantivi  pro  aliquo ;" 
thus  the  term  homo,  naturally  applicable  to  men  of  all 
generations,  is,  in  the  proposition  homo  currit,  accidentally 
limited  to  existing  individuals.  In  this  case  it  was  said,  in 
not  very  classical  Latin,  •'  homo  supponit  pro  prsesentibus." 
For  further  information  on  the  various  kinds  of  supposition, 
the  curious  reader  may  examine  Sanderson's  Logic,  b.  ii. 
ch.  2. 

^  Vox  complexa  ((^©i/^  arvpTreifkeyfievrj)  in  Aristotle  signifies  a 
compound  word;  his  example  is  eTraKTpoKeXrjs,  of  which  each 
part  has  a  meaning  in  composition.  Vo.v  simplex  (airXrj)  where 
the  parts  have  no  meaning.  The  later  meaning  of  vox  complexa 
properly  corresponds  to  Aristotle's  \6yos  (oratio),  and  is  not 
limited,  as  by  Aldrich,  to  the  Proposition  (oratio  enunciativa). 
Thus  Petrus  Hispanus :  "  Vocum  significativarum  ad  placitum 
alia  complexa,  ut  oratio,  alia  incomplexa,  ut  nomen  et  ver- 
bum.  Orationum  perfectarum  alia  indicativa,  ut  hoino  currit ; 
alia  imperativa,  ut  Petre  fac  ignem ;  alia  optativa,  ut  utinam 
esset  bonv^  clericus;  alia  subjunctiva,  ut  si  veneris  ad  ine  daho 
tibi  equum;  alia  deprecativa,  ut  miserere  mei  Deus.  Harum 
autem  orationum,  sola  indicativa  oratio  dicitur  esse  propo- 
sitio."  Sum.  Log.  Tract.  1.  Cf.  Boeth.  de  Syll.  Cat.  p.  582. 
With-  regard  to  the  vox  decomplexa;  as  \6yos  is  defined  by 
Aristotle  as  a  species  of  (jiavt],  and  syllogism  as  a  species  of 
Xoyos,  the  latter  may  without  error  be  called  vox.  But  the 
distinction  is  unnecessary;  the  syllogism,  as  far  as  apprehension 
is  concerned,  being  only  three  several  propositions.  The  con- 
nexion between  them  is  not  a  matter  of  apprehension,  but  of 
reasoning. 
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resolvitur  in  tres  Propositiones,  sive  sententias,  et 
propositio  omnis  complectitur  voces,  non  semper 
numero,  sed  sensu  semper  tres;  1.  Subjectum, 
sive  de  quo  aliud  dicitur.  2.  Prcedicatum,  sive  id 
quod  dicitur.  3.  Copulam,  quae  utrisque  media 
intercedit^  Nam  Subjectum  et  Prsedicatum  quoad 
sensum  semper  extrema  sunt,  et  vocantur  ideo 
Termini  Propositionis. 

Atque  hinc  adeo  vulgo  dicitur  Pars  prima 
Logicae  versari  circa  Terminos  simplices,  i.  e.  voces 
simplices,  Apprehensionem  simplicem  exprimentes*: 
secunda    circa   Propositionem,   sive    Vocem    com- 

»  The  Latin  Logicians  distinguish  between  propositions 
secundi  adjacentis,  in  which  the  copula  and  predicate  form  one 
word,  e.g.  -Homo  currit,"  and  propositions  tertil  adjacentis, 
in  which  they  are  separated,  e.  g.  "  Homo  est  animal."     The 
distinction  originates  with  Aristotle,  see  De  Int.  10.  3.     But 
Aristotle  does  not  maintain  that  propositions  of  the  former 
kind  are  to  be  resolved  into  the  latter.     On  the  contrary,  the 
early  part  of  the  De  Interpretatione  is  adapted  exclusively  to 
propositions  secundi  adjacentis ;  and  in  order  to  make  it  ap- 
plicable to  such  propositions  as  "  Homo  est  animal,"  we  must 
consider  the  copula  and  predicate  as  equivalent  to  a  single 
verb  3. 

*  In  Aldrich's  limitation  of  the  terms.  Vox  simplex.  Vox 
categorematica,  and  Terminus  simplex,  are  synonymous :  syn- 
categorems  not  being  voces  (logicae)  at  all.  But  in  this 
usage  he  is  not  always  consistent. 

•  In  De  Int.  ].  4.  it  seems  at  first  sight  as  if  \,vKhp  alone  was  a  ^rjf^a 
That  this  IS  not  the  case  is  clear  from  Poetics,  20.  9.  rb  fxh  yhp  Audpcvnos 
^  \^vKhu  oh  a-vfialu^i  rh  irSr,,  rh  5k  ^aSiC^L  ^  fi^mcK,  icpoafynfxaivu  rh  fih 
rhu  icap6vra  xp6uov  rh  54  rhy  irap,\v\vd6ra.     In  fact,  A,vk6p,  by  a  common 
Greek  idiom,  is  equivalent  to  \tvK6y  iffri. 
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plexam,  quae  Judicium  exprimit :  tertia  vero  circa 
St/llogismum,  sive  Vocem  decomplexam,  qua  Argu- 
mentatio  sive  Discursus  exprimitur.    f  ^J|<^  c  h  ^^  k  irrU  o 
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§.3.  Prima  igitur  pars  Logicae  versatur  circa  De  int.  c. 
Terminos  Simplices"" ;  i.e.  ejusmodi  voces,  quae^*^^^^' 
solitariae  in  propositione  praedicari  vel  subjici  pos-  ,*rt 
sunt ;  et  vocantur  ideo  Caiegorematicce,  ut  homo, 
lapis\  Quaedam  etiam  Tocabula  sunt  tantum 
Syncategoremata,  sive  compartes  Subjecti  aut  Prae-  ^ 
dicati,  ut  omnis,  nullus ;  Quaedam  etiam  mixta "",  ut 
semper,  i.  e.  omni  tempore;  nemo,  i.  e.  nullus  homo ;  \ 
Currit,  i.  e.  est  currens;  quo  etiam  modo  verbum/l  S'X 
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omne  Grammaticum  resolvi  potest.  WUUHx  i^xn^ 

T- 

^  Al'isto tie's  Simple  terms,  {opoi,  els  ovs  diaXverai  fj  npoTaats,)      r*-\  '-^'     y^^-*-*^r 
or,  as  others  call  them,  categorematic  words,  are  the  noun  as,  Mi^Kv-v  • 
subject,  and  the  verb  as  predicate,  "  homo  currit."    The  oblique  i       ^T 
cases  of  the  noun  and  past  or  future  tenses  of  the  verb  are 
not  simple  terms,  being  only  Trroxreis  dvofiaros  or  prifxaTos-     The 
noun  and  verb  are  thus  the  only  two  parts  of  speech  re- 
cognised by  Logic.     See  Boethius,  Introd.  ad  Syll.  p.  561. 
and  Petr.  Hisp.  Tract.  I.     But  it  would  be  more  accurate  to 
say  that  Logic  analyses  language  on  a  different  principle, 
and  hence   does   not  recognise   the   grammatical  parts    of 
speech  at  all.     The  logical  proposition  should  be  of  the  form 
tertii  adjacentis,  and  its  predicate  forms  a  part  of  the  gram- 
matical verb.  Cf.  Prolegomena  Logica,  p.  274,  (2nd  ed.  p.  293.) 

*  The  terms  categorematic  and  syncategorematic  are  not  Aris- 
totelian, though  the  distinction  is  of  course  implied  in  his 
theory  of  the  Proposition.  KaTTjyopijpa  in  Aristotle  means  a 
predicable,  e.g.  de  Lit.  11.4.  Cf.  Trendelenburg,  Elementa, 
§.  3.  Waitz,  vol.  i.  p.  267. 

^  Mixta.  This  is  clearly  a  cross  division.  Every  mixed 
word  must,  of  course,  be  categorematic  or  syncategorematic. 
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Verbum  igitur  Logicum  (nempe  purum)  praeter 
Copulam  nullum  est:  caetera  ex  participio  et 
copula  coalescunt". 
Deint.2.1.  Nomen  Logicum,  est  Terminus  simplex  sine 
tempore  significativus*.  Nam  ex  antedictis.  Ter- 
minus simplex  idem  valet  atque  Vox  articulata  et 
recta,  et  ex  instituto  significans  :  siquidem  exclusse 
sunt  voces  inarticulatae,  quasque  natura  sponte 
suggerit;  voces  autem  obliquae  sunt  Syncatego- 
jjremata. 

Multae  sunt  Nominis  Divisiones ;  quarum  tres^ 


*  The  copula  has  an  apparent  resemblance  to  the  gram- 
matical verb,  as  being  the  only  part  of  a  logical  proposition 
capable  of  personal  inflection.  But  inflection  is  one  of  the 
accidents,  not  one  of  the  essentials  of  a  verb,  and  belongs 
to  particular,  not  to  universal  grammar.  The  essence  of  a 
grammatical  verb  lies  in  its  signification,  being  a  combination 
of  an  attribute  and  an  assertion.  Cf.  Stoddart,  Universal 
Grammar,  p.  121.  Latham,  English  Language,  p.  461.  The 
copula  must  of  course  not  be  confounded  with  the  verb 
est,  which  predicates  existence,  as  "  Homo  est."  The  whole 
question  is  ably  treated  by  Pacius  on  dff  InL  ch.  3.  Cf.  Biese, 
Philosophie  des  Aristoteles,  vol.  i.  p.  95. 

»  Nomen.— Arist  de  Int.  2.  1.  Spofia  fih  oZv  fVri  (^«i/^  arjfiajrriK^ 
Korh  (rvv6r)Kriv  avev  xpovov.  Sine  tempore,  as  opposed  to  the  verb, 
the  other  simple  term,  t6  7rpo<T(rr}fuz7uov  xpovov.  "  Currit;'  e.  g. 
in  addition  to  its  principal  notion  of  running,  signifies  as  an 
adjunct  the  present  time,  (see  Ammonius,  Scholia,  p.  105. 
b.  29.)  This  distinction  is  lost  when  we  resoJve  the  verb 
into  copula  and  predicate. 

^  Tres,  i.  e.  the  three  employed  in  his  definition  of  prcs- 
dicaHle,  viz.  those  into  singular  and  common,  univocal  and 
equivocal,  first  and  second  intention. 
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sufficiunt  hujus  loci  instituto ;  sed  ob  multiplicem 

earum  usum,  quinque  alias  adjungam.    ^^i  ,^  U^tr X  ^v- , U^ 

1.  Nomen   singulare,   est   quod   rem   unam '^eBVikTjrtv/Uc 
solam    significat,    ut    Socrates:    Commune,    quod  • 
plura,  et  eorum  singula  significare  potest,  ut  homo. 

[2.  Transcendens,  quod  solis  omnibusque  veris-^  ' 
Entibus  convenit,  ut  ens,  res,  aliquid,  unum,  verum,  P^ 
bonum*'.     Supertranscendens,  quod  omnibus  etiam 
fictis,  ut  imaginabile,  cogitabile :  Non-transcendens, 


T-u^-^-oC^uJ^i^A^ 


f 


omne  aliud  nomen.]  ^\ 


£rtvt-> 


)hj   r<, 


r*i 


'  -'''^J^'^^o  ^  C^'i 


( 


3.  Finitum,  est  cui  abest  particula  non:   InJi^J^f 
nitim^y  cui  praefigitur,  ut  non^  homo,  i.e.   omx{\Au  kX^  c^-^r^,^  ^i 
praeter  hominem :  unde  particula  72o;2,  dicitur  m-Wxi^U^in^p 

jinitans.   M  ^tr^^^  /*^v't  ♦Mi-^^vt  cii/i^^li  ^^^  ^^^/•'^^^^o  '  ^-C^Z  ^.irvt^^ 

4.  Positivum%  est  quod  significat  rem  quasi  prae-*U  lAx>v^«^'  ^^^ 
sentem:    Privativum,  cinod  dicit  absentiam  rei  a*^  u^^k^^M^^ 
Subjecto  "9apa,cr:    jfegativum,   quod   ab   incapaci.^*^*-^^^^'^-^**^' 
Sic  homo  est  \oxpositiva;  videns  dicitur  de  homine 

"  These  are  usually  called  the  six  transcendents,  and  are 
regarded  as  predicable  of  the  several  categories  analogously, 
not  univocally.  \ 

^  Infinitum.  So  translated  by  Boethius.  It  should  be 
indefinitum;  see  Hamilton  on  Keid,  p.  685.^  The  translation 
is  censured  by  Vives,  de  Caus.  Corr.  Art.  lib.  3. 

^  In  these  divisions  there  is  much  clumsiness  and  self- 
repetitjon.  The  distinction  between  positive  and  privative 
nouns  is  repeated  below,  under  the  four  opposita.  Negative 
nouns  have  no  business  here  at  all,  being  opposed,  not  to 
positive,  but  to  affirmative,  and  belonging  to  another  kind  of 
opposition,  the  contradictory.  Relatives  also  foi-m  another 
member  of  the  same  fourfold  division;  and  Repugnants  include 
all  the  four  opposita,  and  other  nouns  to  boot. 
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positive;    ccecus  de  homine  privative;    ccecus,  seu 
^otms ^on^^ens,  de  lapide  negative. 
^'^'  ]     5.   miv^mi^,  est   cujus  una  significatio  seque 
convenit    multis,    ut    homo:    jEquivocum,    cujus 
.;^f  fui  hU^  ^r^  diversae,  ut   Gallus :   Analogum,  cujus   una   inse- 
i^jA  ^rcV^q^a^ite^  "^  ;^^^-     [Vox  ipsa  dicitur  Univocum  Uni- 

vocans:    res  significata   Univocum   Univocatum,  et 
sic  de  caeteris.] 

6.  Absolutum^,  est  cujus  tota  significatio  spectat 

^  f  Univocum    (univocatu7n)—(Tvva>iwfiov:     cBquivocum,    (cequivo- 

catum) — 6fia)Wfiov.       'Ofid>wfia  Xcyerat    S)v  ovofia  fiovov  koivov,   6  be 

i  Kara  rovvo^ia  \6yos  r^s  oicrias  erepoy,  olov  (aou  o  re  av6pamoxJi^  to 

\  ycypa/x/xeVox/.      2vi/a)in;/ia  6e  Xeytrat  5)i/  to  Tf  o»/o/xa  kolvov  koI  6  Kara 

Tovvofxa  Xoyos  rijs  ovaias  6  avros,  oiov  C^ov  o  re  av6pamos  Ka\  6  ^ovs. 

(Cat  ch.  1.)     Analogous   nouns  are   but  one   out  of  many 

species  of  equivocal,  belonging  to  the  aquivoca  consilio,  (a7r6 

^  dtaz/oiay,)  of  the  Greek  interpreters ;  to  which  ai'e  opposed  the 

t^t^JtU  fji*^'<^.  (Bjv^^  See   Scholia,  p.  42,  a.  37,  47. 

Boethius  in  Prsedicamenta,  lib.  1.  p.  117.  (Cf.  Arist.  Eth.  Nic. 
i.  4.  12.)  The  (rvvayw/Ma  of  Aristotle  must  be  distinguished 
from  the  modern  synonyms,  which  answer  to  the  noXvauvfjia  of 
Speusippus,  (Schol.  p.  43.  a.  31.)  and  the  multivoca  of  Boethius, 
and  are  defined  by  the  latter,  "  quorum  plura  nomina,  una 
definitio  est."  2vvuiwp.a  was  used  in  this  sense  by  the  Stoics, 
and  the  same  sense  may  also  be  found  in  Aristotle,  Khet.  iii. 
2.  7.  and  perhaps  Top.  viii.  13.  2. 

«  It  is  not  easy  to  distinguish  accurately  the  two  divisions 
of  terms  into  absolute  and  connotative,  abstract  and  con- 
crete, respectively.  The  following  attempt  is  made  with  some 
doubt  as  to  its  success.  In  the  second  chapter  of  the 
Categories,  Aristotle  divides  all  ^vra  into  four  classes,  Uni- 
versal Substances,  Singular  Substances,  Universal  Attributes, 
and  Singular  Attributes.  Substances  of  both  kinds  exist  j^^r 
se;  attributes  can  only  exist  in  substances.  Hence  the 
scholastic  distinction  between  Subjects  of  Predication  and 
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rem  per  se  sumptam,  [ut  Justitia:  Connotativum, 
quod    eandem    quasi    alteri    nexam,    ut    Justus.'] 

Subjects  of  Inhesion.     The  universal  substances  are   pre- 
dicable  of  the  singular,  as  genera  and  species  of  individuals. 
"  Socrates  is  a  man."     In  this  case  the  individual  is  a  subject 
of  predication.     Attributes   are   not  in   their   original   state 
predicable  of  substances.     Whiteness  exists  in  snow  ;  but  we 
cannot  say,  "  Snow  is  whiteness."     Here,  then,  the  subject  is 
not  one  of  predication,  but  of  inhesion.     But,  by  an  act  of  the 
mind,  an  attribute  may  be  so  connected  with  a  subject  as  to 
become  predicable  of  it  as  a  dijBferentia,  property,  or  accident ; 
e.  g.  "  snow  is  white."     Predicates  thus  formed  from  attributes 
are  called  connotative,  being  said  to  signify  primarily  the  attribute, 
and  to  connote  or  signify  secondarily  {irpocrcrrjfxaLveiv)  the  subject  of 
inhesion.     Hence  a  connotative  term  may  be  defined,  "  One 
which  primarily  signifies  an  attribute,  secondarily  a  subject." 
Whereas  the  original  universals,  whether  substances  or  at- 
tributes,   as  *♦  man,"   or  "  whiteness,"  were   called   absolute. 
Again,  by  an  act  of  the  mind,  the  terms  signifying  substances, 
may  be  conceived  in  the  form  of  attributes,  so  as  to  be  no 
longer  predicable  of  the  individuals ;  thus  "  homo"  becomes 
"  humanitas."     All  such  terms,  not  predicable  of  singular 
substances,  whether  primarily  attributes,  as  "  whiteness,"  or 
secondarily  conceived  as  attributes,  as  "humanity,"  are  called 
abstract  terms;    all  that  are  predicable  of  the  individuals, 
whether  primarily,  as  "  homo,"  or  secondarily,  as  "  white,"  are 
concrete.     Hence  the  two  divisions  are  distinct  in  principle, 
though  some  of  the  members  of  each  cross.     For  example : 
Homo  is  concrete  and  absolute,  albus  concrete  and  conno- 
tative, albedo  abstract  and  absolute ;  but  no  abstract  term  is 
connotative. 

The  above  account  differs  considerably  from  that  given  by 
Mr.  Mill,  Logic,  b.  i.  chap.  2.  He  inverts  the  phraseology, 
describing  the  attribute  instead  of  the  subject  as  connoted, 
and  extends  connotative  terms,  so  as  to  include  all  concrete 
general  names.  This  is  in  some  respects  an  improvement  on 
the  scholastic  distinction,  but  it  must  not  be  confounded  with 
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Concretum,  quod  rem  quasi  sua  natura  liberam,  sed 
jam  implicitam  subjecto,  ut  Justus:    Abstractum, 
quod  rem  quasi  sua  natura  nexam,  sed  jam  subjecto 
Cat.  1.6.  exemptam,  ut  Justitia.     [Denique,  si  Concretum 
^^.      'Tsola  terminatione  diversum   sit  ab  Abstracto,  ut 
w,^.-^^;^    ^Justus    a  justitia,   hoc    Denominans   dicitur,   illud 

Denominativuniy  Subjectum  vero  DeJiominatmn^, 
Cat.  8. 27.      Denominativis  accensentur  aliquando  Derivativa 
ilia,  quae  vel  solam  nominis  Analogiam,  vel  solam 
rei  vim,  non  utramque  retinent,  ut  Studiosus  studii 
et  virtutis.     Sed  ista  verius  Conjugata  sunt'. 

Connotativum    quoque    dicitur    de    nominibus 

it.  The  materials  of  the  present  note  are  chiefly  from  Occam, 
Logic,  p.  i.  chap.  5,  10.  It  must  be  admitted,  however,  that 
there  is  some  lioence  in  the  use  of  the  word  connotative. 

Uapawfia  Be  'Keyfrai  oaa  otto  tlvos  diacpepovra  rfj  Trrwcret  t^v  KaTa 
Tovvofia  npoarjyopiav  ex^h  olov  dno  rrjs  ypafinaTiKrjs  6  ypapLpariKos  Koi 
dno  lijs  dvbpeias  6  dv^pelos.  Cat  i.  5.  The  word  7rapa>uvfia  is 
translated  by  Boethius  denominativa.  It  should  have  been 
denominata.  From  the  same  authority  denominatives  have 
been  limited  by  the  Schoolmen  to  concrete  adjectives,  pre- 
dicable  of  a  subject  possessing  the  abstract  attribute.  Cf. 
Aquinas,  Opusc.  xlviii.  Tract.  2.  cap.  1.  The  limitation  is  not 
warranted  by  Aristotle,  and  is  expressly  rejected  by  his  Greek 
Commentators.  See  Simplicius,  Scholia,  p.  43.  b.  5.  r«x/  5e 
Trapcovvfiav  au  (it),  (jiTjaiv  6  Uopcfivpios,  Koi  ra  irarpuuvfiiKa  Koi  to. 
ovyKptTiKo.  Koi  TO.  xmepOcTLKa  Koi  TO.  VTroKopia-rtKa. 

*  Studiosus  is  used  in  Scholastic  Latin  as  a  translation  of 
the  Greek  (nrovdalos  into  the  two  senses  of  **  diligent"  and 
"  virtuous."  In  the  former,  it  is  a  denominative  from  studium. 
In  the  latter,  not,  as  is  observed  by  Aristotle,  Cat.  SHI.  The 
name  conjugata  is  more  properly  applied  to  derivatives  from 
the  same  primitive,  as  sapiens,  sapienter,  sapientia;  the  avaroixa 
of  Aristotle.     Cf.  Arist.  Top.  ii.  9.  1.  Cic.  Top.  c.  3. 
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quorum    conceptus    se    mutuo    ingrediuntur,   ut 

Pater  et  Filius :  nam  et  ilia  opponuntur  absolutis ;  ci 

sed  vocantur  proprio  nomine /?^/a^2e;fl.l  ^>  '       m»^^^  ^        *^7^' 

7.  Convenientia,  sunt  quae  possunt  de  eodem 
simul  dici^  ut  doctus  et  plus:  Repugnantia,  sive 
Opposita,  quae  non  possunt,  ut  album  et  nigrumK 

[O'^^o^iiio^  incomplexa,  ^\Ye  terminorum  simpli- Cat.  lo.  i. 
cium,  est  omnino  quadruplex :    1.  Relativa,  inter 
terminos  relativos,  ut  Patrem  et  Filium,     2.  Coji-  <^'^^r-  ^^r4- 
traria,  inter   contrarios,  i.  e.  absolutos   se   mutuo  ^-^I*;    '  f'^vu. 


pellentes  ex  subjecto  alterutrius  capaci,  ut  album 
et  nigrum,  3.  Privativa,  inter  privativum  et  posi- 
tivum,  ut  videntejn  et  ccecum.     4.   Contradictoria,  ^  o^r^V/'- 


Hx^ 


*^>r^J^*'^^*y 


inter  positivum  et  neffativum,  intelliffe  finitum  et      ^;  v 

mnnitum,  ut  liominem  et  non-iiominem.    Haec  est  op-;^^^^^^  ^  ^u^^t/it,^ 
positionum  maxima,  quia  nullum  admittit  medium ;  iP^[c^'!.^  i; 
neque  Participationis,  quale  est  fuscum  respectuCat.  lo.s.""^^ 
albi  et  nigri ;  neque  Abnegationis,  quale  est  lapis 


J  Repugnantia  should  not  be  considered  as  synonymous 
with  opposita.  There  are  many  repugnants  which  are  not 
included  under  any  of  Aristotle's  four  modes  of  opposition ; 
e.  g.  red  and  blue  are  repugnant,  but  not  opposed. 

Afyerai  de  erepov  ereput  dvTLKe1<r6(u  T€Tpa\S>St  fj  wff  rh  npos  rt,  ^ 
wy  T^  evavriaj  rj  a>s  arepT^cris  koi  e^ts,  fj  ms  /cora^acrts  /cat  dir6<f>a(ns. 
AvTiKetrai  Sc  tKaarov  Ta>v  Toujvrav  cas  tvttco  enreiv  cos  p^v  to.  npos  rt 
oiov  TO  BinXdcriov  tw  i^/xtVei,  cds  5c  rd  ivavriay  oiov  t6  kokov  t^  dyad^y 
(OS  be  rd  Kara  a-TepTjaiv  koi  e^tv,  olou  rvcpXorqs  koi  o>/^ty,  u>s  8e  /cara- 
(t>a(Tis  Koi  aTToc^ao-iff,  oiov  KadriTai  ov  KadrjTOU.    Cat.  10.  1.     Cf.  Metaph. 

iv.  10.  Contraries  ai'e  the  two  most  opposite  qualities  of  the 
same  class  of  subjects,  e.  g.black  and  white,  as  colours  of  bodies ; 
nrtue  and  vice,  as  habits  of  the  soul.    Cf.  Cat.  11.5. 

C2  ^ 
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inter  vide?item  et  ccecum\     Relativa  contra,  omnium 

minima ;   nam   Relata  non  sunt  opposita,  nisi  ad 

j^   idem  sumantur.]^^^,^,  on^^^La^      *  r  u  ^c.>^ 

i        O        XT -m      Tk      •  •       ,  ••  •♦ 


1[  8.  Nomen""  Primce  intentionis,  est  Vox  in  com- 

^  Medium  Participationis.   i.  e.  no  object  can  be  conceived 

(as  both  A  and  not-A.      This  law  of  thought  is  called  the 

Principle  of  Contradiction.      Medium  Abiiegationis,  i.  e.  no 

object  can  be  conceived  as  neither  A  nor  not-A.     This  law 

^of  thought  is  called  the  Principle  of  Excluded  Middle.     See 

labove,  p.  5.  note  j. 

^  On  the  meaning  of  the  word  intentio,  see  Zabarella, 
Be  Rebus  Naturalibus,  (Francof.  1607.  p.  871.)  "  Ego  dico 
intentionem  nil  aliud  esse  quam  attentionem,  ac  diligentiam 
animse  in  alicujus  rei  consideratione,  quo  fit  ut  intentum 
etiam  sumamus  pro  attento  :  hsec  est  vere  Latina  hujus  vocis 
significatio;  sed  traducta  postea  a  Philosophis  nostris  hsdc 
vox  est  ad  omnem  animi  conceptum  significandum,  etiarasi 
absque  diligentia  fiat,  et  omnem  speciem,  sive  sensilem  sive 
intellectilem :  hrec  enim,  quatenus  est  species  spiritalis  reale 
objectum  reprresentans,  dicitur  esse  ejus  intentio,  id  est, 
imago  in  anima:  hinc  orta  est  distinctio  ilia,  qua  omnes 
utuntur,  primarum  et  secundarum  intentionum."  "  Of  the 
Jirst  intention"  says  Hobbes,  ♦*  are  the  names  of  things, 
a  many  stone,  &c.  of  the  second  are  the  names  of  names  and 
speeches,  as  universal,  particular,  genus,  species,  syllogism,  and  the 
like."  Except  that  the  language  is  too  much  adapted  to  the 
ultra  nominalism  of  the  author,  this  passage  exactly  expresses 
the  true  distin  ;tion.  X  first  intention  or  notion  is  a  conception 
under  which  the  mind  regards  things,  whether  facts  of  external 
or  of  internal  perception.  Thus  the  individual  Socrates  is 
regarded  by  the  mind  as  man,  animal,  body,  substance.  All  these 
are  first  intentions.  And  a  mental  state  may  be  successively 
regarded  as  a  smell,  a  sensation,  a  fact  of  consciousness.  These 
again  are  first  intentions.  A  second  intention  or  notion  is  a 
conception  under  which  the  mind  regards  its  first  intentions 
as  related  to  each  other.     Thus  the  relation  of  animal  to  man, 
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muni  usu  posita.  Secundce,  Vox  artis,  quam  ex 
communi  sermone  sumptam  Philosophia  recudit 
denuo  et  moderatur. 

and  of  man  to  animal,  is  expressed  in  the  second  intention  ,  ^  -•    ^hX^  Urtk< 
genus  or  species.     First  intentions,  as  conceptions  of  things,  *  /   i  i 

are  predicable   of   the    individuals   conceived   under  them.    ^  "^*^  H.>x--tx 
Thus  we  may  say,  "Socrates  is  man,  animal,  &c."     Second/ 1- 1.^*^  ^^*""^^^ 
intentions  are  not  so  predicable  :  we  cannot  say,  "  Socrates    s  »^        )J^  U^tij^- 
is   species,  genus,  &c."     Hence  when  we   are   told   that  a.    ^  \  '  ^J 

predicable  is  commune,  univocum,  secundce  intentionis,  it  is  not  '"•'j'  -^t"^  -r^^Hw-H 
meant  that  all  universals  are  in  themselves  second  intentions;  "^  ^-     .      '^^-uU^- 
but  that  every  predicate  viewed  in  relation  to  its  subject  may  be  *7r^^**^<  i-M-rW  ^ 
comprehended  under  one  of  Porphyry's  five  classes  of  pre-  ^*S^  f^  Lr^*  ^ 
dicables ;  all  which  are  second  intentions.     So  when  Genus  A,,  tc^u,)^* 
is  said  to  be  predicable  of  Species,  it  is  not  meant  that  we  can   A  ' 

predicate  the  one  second  intention  of  the  other,  so  as  to  say, 
"  Species  is  Genus;"  but  that  the  first  intention  "animal"  is 
predicable  of  the  first  intention  "man;"  the  relation  of  the 
one  to  the  other  being  expressed  by  the  second  intentions 
"  genus"  and  "  species."  For  this  reason  Logic  was  said  to 
treat  of  second  intentions  applied  to  first.  See  Aquinas,  Opusc. 
Ivi.  Scotus,  Sup.  Univ.  Qu.  3.  Zabarella,  De  Natura  Logicae, 
lib.  i.  cap.  19. 

The  distinction  between   first   and   second    intentions  is  ^^ 

generally  considered  as  of  Arabian  origin.  And  this  is 
perhaps  true,  as  far  as  regards  the  assigning  of  second 
intentions  as  the  proper  object  matter  of  Logic.  In  this 
point  of  view,  Avicenna,  in  the  beginning  of  his  Logic,  dis-'' " 
tinguishes  between  those  essences  of  things  which  are  in  the  ^^  . 
things  themselves,  and  those  which  are  in  the  intellect;  and, 
in  the  second  chapter  of  his  Metaphysics,  says,  "  Subjectum 
Logicae  sunt  intentiones  intellectse  secundo,  quae  apponuntur 
intentionibus  primo  intellectis,  secundum  hoc  quod  per  eas  per- 
venitur  de  cognito  ad  incognitum."  But  the  distinction  itself, 
and  even  the  name,  may  be  found  much  earlier.  Boethius,  in  the 
beginning  of  his  commentary  on  the  Categories,  distinguishes, 


22 


ARTIS  LOGIC^E 


RUDIMENTA. 


23 


M^  ^^^ 


r^Vl  J    \\ 


lA 


I 


§.  4.  Vox  Singularis,  dicitur  alio  nomine  Indi- 
viduum,  ejusque  significatum  Unum  numero :  neque 
enim  singulare  est  quicquid  Unum  dici  potest ;  sed 
multa,  quae  sunt  invicem  similia,  eatenus  Unum 
censentur.  Vocantur  enim  uno  eodemque  nomine; 
quod  ipsa  Vocis  definitio"  non  patitur,  nisi  in  illis 
reipsa  sit,  vel  saltem  concipi  possit,  una  aliqua 
eademque  Natura,  quae  huic  nomini  respondeat. 

Talem  reperit  intellectus,  dum  plura  contem- 
plando  abstrahir  ab  eorum  differentiis ;  i.  e.  spectat 

in  language  very  similar  to  that  of  Hobbes,  between  the 
prima  and  secunda  positio  nominis;  the  first,  ••  ut  nomina  rebus 
imponerentur,"  the  second,  "  ut  aliis  nominibus  ipsa  nomina 
designarentur;"  and  it  is  perhaps  on  account  of  tliis  passage 
that  Scotus  (Sup.  Univ.  Qu.  8  )  attributes  the  origin  of  the 
distinction    to    Boethius.      A   similar    distinction    however 
between  the  irpwrt)  and  devrtpa  Biuis  rS>v  ovofidrayv  is  given  by 
Porphyry,    in    his    Exposition    of    the    Categories,    (Paris, 
1543.  f.  8.)     Cf  Ammonius  in  Porph.  f.  42.  ed.  Aid.   and 
Boethius  in  Porph.  p.  61.     For  scholastic  expositions,   see 
Aquinas,  Opusc.  xlii.  c  12.  xlviii.  Tract.  I.  cap.  1.  in  1  Sent. 
Dist.  2.  Qu.  1.  Art.  8.     Seotus,  in  1  Sent.  Dist.  23.    In  Univ. 
Qu.  11.  Occam,  Logic,  P.  i.  cap.  11.    A  good  account  of  the 
formation  of  second   intentions   is   given   by   Burgersdyck, 
Inst  Log.  lib.  i.  cap.  2.     Aldrich's  definition,  which  is  ex- 
tremely vague  though  not  positively  erroneous,  was  probably 
suggested   by   Crakanthorpe,   who   in  his   Prooemium   calls 
second  intentions  Voces  Artis  Logical.    It  is  scarcely  necessary 
to  add,  that  the  explanation  of  Abp.  Whately  is  altogether 
erroneous. 

■  Vocis  definitio.  Since  Vox  is  ♦'  signum  rei  vel  conceptus,*' 
not  rerum  vel  conceptuunu 

•  Abstrahit,  i.  e.  abstracts  its  attention  from  the  distinctive 
features  of  the  objects  presented.     The  terms  abstract  and 
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in   rebus   ea  tantum    quae   conveniunt,   neglectis 
omnibus  quibus  dissident ;  adeoque  fundamentum 

abstraction  hay G  been  used  in  various  applications;  retaining   ^^  t-^aJL^U  ;^^. 
however  in  all  the  primary  signification  of  withdrawing  the  L^.^^  f-^*^)ipi^ 
attention  from  one  portion  of  certain  phenomena  given  in^^^^^  kXs^^  Cr>^ 
combination  to  fix  it  on  the  rest.     In  this  sense  Geometrical  jj^^^j^t^mr-  ^^j.  »^ 
Magnitudes  ai'e  called  by  Ai-istotle  ra  «^  ac^mpcVfo)?,  {An,  Post,  ^^^.^o/^  j    w^u 
I.  18.  I.) :  because  the  Geometer  considers  only  the  properties      v^  :  ^ 
of  the  figure,  separating  them  from  those  of  the  material  in  ^'^       *^ 
which  it  is  found.     (See  An.  Post.  I.  5.  6.  Metaph.  x.  3.  7.)  ^rvt-^ ..  ^-«vW 
On  similar  grounds  is  formed  the  scholastic  distinction  of H^  A.^  mA/ ' . . 
abstract  and  concrete  terms;  since  in  the  former  the  attribute  ^^^  ^>..v*w  • 
is  considered  apart  from  the  subject  in  which  it  is  perceived  ^p    \.      j^     ' 
by  the  senses:  e.g.  sight  presents  to  us  only  alba;  the  mind^^     .      *?&    *^^ 
forms  the  conception  albedo.     And  so  Universals  are  .gained  ***^' 
by  abstraction,  i.  e.  by  separating  the  phenomena  in  which  a  >^^^^  **'^^  '*^ ' 
given  group  of  individuals  resemble  each  other  from  those  iniiti^»— ^  *' i.#^-^ 
which  they  differ.     For  this  reason  Locke  calls  all  universals  ^.^^v  ^  w*J-^^  - 
abstract  ideas ;  a  phrase  etymologically  allowable,  but  liable  to   -t)*    •  u   j 

be  confounded  with  the  scholastic  use  of  the  word  abstract  in    ^  ^^T^*^^  '    I 
a  different  sense.    For  this  reason  it  is  better  to  adhere  to  the  *^*-^^^   i^^  ^^ 
term  universals:  which  has  at  the  same  time  the  advantage  ofr'^-*^*^  t^i^^'» 
leaving  the  Logician,  as  such,  uncommitted  to  any  metaphysical       i  fit  >  *■- 1^ 
hypothesis  as  to  their  nature ;  since  the  Realist  may  interpret 
Universal  Substances,  the  Nominalist,  Universal  Names,  the 
Conceptualist,  Universal  Notions. 

Generalization,  which  some  modern  writers  distinguish  from 
Abstraction,  is  properly  a  species  of  abstraction ;  viz.  the  divest- 
ing the  presentations  of  consciousness  of  the  conditions  of 
existence  in  space  and  time,  which  are  characteristic  of  indi- 
viduals. This  is  done  by  the  aid  of  signs,  verbal  or  other, 
which  are  at  first  signs  of  individual  objects,  and  subsequently 
of  general  notions.  Other  absti-actions  may  exist  without  gene- 
ralization ;  but  these  are  not  processes  of  thought,  but  of  per- 
ception, internal  or  external.  Thus,  to  fix  the  eye  or  ear  on 
a  particular  sight  or  sound  exclusively,  is  in  the  widest  sense 
an  abstraction,  but  not  a  generalization.     The  psychological 
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omne  discriminis,  praeter  numerum,  eximit.  Quare 
naturam  sic  abstractam,  cum  sit  omni  singulorum 
differentiae  superstes,  concipi  par  est,  non  ut  in 
singulis  diversam,  sed  ut  in  omnibus  eandem; 
adeoque  Universale  quiddam  sive  Ens  unum  in 
multis:  ejusque  signum  idoneum  erit,  Nomen 
commune^  Univocum,  Secundce  intentiojiis,  uno  verbo, 
PrcBclicahile^ ,  sive  Vox  apta  praedicari,  i.  e.  Univoce 
dici  de  multis.    \^*^jjy^    ^^^  /^i^  ^;*^i-^^?vy 

§.   5.     Pr^dtoadilivh'^    capita,    cunstitui    et 

coiitrovorsicfl  conccniing   «betiuetioci   cannot  l>e    discaiacd 
hero.     Sec  Proliftjomena  LotjUtf,  p.  36.  (JJnd  ed,  p.  29.) 

»  "  Prccdirftbile    (Graicc  im^yo^oijuwoy)  ot  univci>4nl<t.  etid 
reipsa  non  diffomnt,  (otnnc  cnim  «nivewnln  pnedkiiri  polMl» 
ct  omne  pracdicAhikt  debet  c«io  nnivewalc.)  raOooc  UrooD 
diverati  siniL    Nam  uuiineTMlo.  qual^us  iinivewaJe  est,  pne* 
dicatur  de  infcrioribus»  in  qiMcOione  qua  qwrtUir  quid  s<inl : 
at  prwdicutUe,  quatoouB  ert  pnrdicabile.  pntdkatur  etUm  d« 
coordinati«.  idqiic   in   quas-Uonc  qiid   quairitiir  qunlia  unU 
Itiiquc,  cxm  quUiquc  sint  prwdicnbili*.  liuilum  duo  tainnn 
univcrfialift  aunt,  genuK  ct  specien.    Nam  differentia,  proprium, 
«t  accldeos»  quateni»  talia  sunt,  non  aunt  nntvcraalia.  «od 
taDtnin  qoat^nas  sunt  genera  aut  species  eorom  qiw  sub  illis 
contineDlur.    Kx.  gr.  ScnauB  eU  proprium  animnJis ;  s<h1  non 
est  univeraale,  quatanns  ut  proprium  de  auima]i  pnedkAtur. 
acd  quateous  powdicalnr  de  viau.  nuditn  ei  cattcxia  sen&ibus, 
ut  gcnuf-'*    Bur^tndkii  Ihm,  Loy.  L  i.  c.  x.     Tho  aildiOoci  of 
Hnitodim»  uetmd^f  itxUniionu  ia  superiluous.    Tlie  latter  has 
been  explained  in  a  forajcx  note.    The  fonucT,  tbougli  a 
Deoottary  minilt  uf  ibo  abstraction  hern  deacribcd.  ia  not 
a  neo08aar>'  p*rt  of  the  notion  of  a  pre^ioaUew    liidatd»  other 
l^)gicians  di.5Unguiah  bftwocn  0Hfmroail,  uniwfc^ti,  and  dtntm^ 
miirf  predication.    See  Sandci'son,  L  i.  c.  6u 

<  TIms  fi\c  Heads  of  Prrdirablea  are  an  addiUon  to  tlie 
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definiri  possunt  ad  hunc  modum.  Quicquid  in 
multis  reperiri  potest,  vel  est  tota  eorum  essentia, 
vel  ejus  pars,  vel  cum  essentia  conjunctum'. 
Quare  Universalia  vel  (quod  eodem  redit)  Prae- 
dicabilia  sunt  quinque,  et  non  plura  ;  videlicet. 
Genus,  Species,  Differentia,  Proprium,  Accidens. 


Aristotelian  Logic,  taken  from  the  Isagoge  or  Introduction 
to  the  Categories  by  Porphyry,  written  in  the  third  century. 
Aristotle's  doctrine,  as  far  as  it  can  be  gathered  from  tlie 
Topka,  diilertt  from  tluit  of  Porphyry  in  d«vt>nd  point» :  oh 
doea  the  latter  from  the  view  adopted  by  Aldrich. 

'  Qttiefuid  in  NtuUi$t  Ac«  These  ddinitionx  arc  taken  from 
Albertus  3lagnu8,  (de  Pradicab.  Tiuct.  LL  cap.  1.)  and  were 
generally  adopted  b}*  tlio  Bcolists,  in  tlte  form  of  introduction 
to,  or  commentary  on.  the  Definitions  given  by  Porphyry. 
The  KominalL^Ma,  on  the  olher  hand,  cxprc»ly  denied  thiit 
any  prcdicable  was  of  the  e»<aee  of  the  individaal.  See 
Octam.  Logica»  p.  I,  cap.  520,  Hi.  To  disicuss  the  full  Ix^ar- 
ijigs  of  this  oontroveray  wouhl  exceed  th<!  liiuit^i  of  a  no(e. 
It  will  bo  8ufBcient  to  obdenre»  that  a  oouttidcrablc  portion  of 
the  language  adopted  by  AJdrich  b  not  eusn  intelhgible, 
exeepi  on  lealistie  principles;  and  that  whenerer  Uhj  saunc 
laojguago  ifs  adopted  bja  Xominalisl^  lie  ia  Inevitably  involved 
iu  inconsistencies  and  aclfcontradictloDS.  The  «trne  id  in 
some  degree  true  of  the  original  exposition  of  Porphyry', 
t2»oagh  the  Latter  profoaaes  to  leave  tho  question  of  Nomi- 
naliun  and  Realism  open.  But  the  queetion  of  the  existence 
of  universals  a  jMirl^  rei  i&  metaphy»ioal,  not  logical,  and 
no  theory  on  this  point  ou^glil  to  billuenee  the  language  of 
Logic.  The  rules  of  LogM)  ^ro  primarily  regulative  of 
tke9t^t$;  and  equidly  »o,  whatever  opiuion  we  may  hold 
concerning  the  essence  of  thin^.  For  this  reason»  it  is 
n^oeiaary  to  alter  msaciy  tlw  wliole  of  .\ldricb's  language, 
in  speaking  of  the  logical  prudicables.  On  tlie  realist  pouit 
of  vicv»  Me  further»  Ai>pen<lix.  nete  A. 
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if  ^ 

Nam  1.  Genus,  est  quod  praedicatur  de  pluribus 
ut  eorum  essentiae  pars  materialis  sive  communis ; 
^  ut  animaV.     2.  Differentia^  quae  ut  essentiae  joar^ 
\^^.z,Kformalis  sive  discretiva;  ut  rationale.     3.  Species, 

17,  20.    <  , 

^  quae  ut  tota  essentia ;  ut  homo.  4.  Proprium, 
quod  ut  essentiae  junctum  necessario ;  ut  risibile. 
5.  Accidens,   quod    ut    essentiae  junctum    contin- 

^  genter ;  ut  album,  nigrum,  sedere\ 

•  "  Genus  speciebus  materia  est.  Nam  sicut  aes,  accepta 
forma,  transit  in  statuam,  ita  genus,  accepta  differentia,  transit 
in  speciem."  Boethius  de  divisione.  But  as  logicians,  we  are 
not  warranted  in  introducing  any  portion  of  the  essence  of 
things,  but  only  of  concepts  or  general  notions.  The  whole 
essence  of  a  concept  is  the  sum  of  the  attributes  which  it 
comprehends,  and  this  can  only  be  fully  declared  by  its 
definition,  not,  as  Aldrich  says,  by  species.  The  Genus  or 
material  part  of  two  given  concepts,  (to  speak  of  the  material  or 
formal  part  of  a  single  concept  is  nonsense,)  is  the  sum  of 
those  attributes  which  are  common  to  both ;  as  the  difference 
or  formal  part  is  composed  of  those  attributes  which  are 
peculiar  to  each.  Thus,  if  there  be  given  three  concepts, 
containing  respectively  the  attributes,  ah,  ac,  he,  a  is  the 
genus  of  the  first  compared  with  the  second,  h  and  c  the 
respective  differences.  But  if  the  first  is  compared  with  the 
third,  b  becomes  the  common  genus,  a  and  c  the  respective 
differences.  In  this,  the  only  tenable  logical  point  of  view, 
there  can  be  no  such  thing  as  an  absolute  genus  or 
difiference. 

'  Necessario — Contingenter.  This  distinction  is  based  on 
the  supposition  that  certain  attributes  are  necessarily  con- 
nected with  others,  from  which  they  flow,  as  effect  from 
cause.  Thus  risihility  was  described  in  the  scholastic  philo- 
sophy as  necessarily  flowing  from  rationality,  in  the  same 
manner  as  having  the  angles  at  the  base  equal  to  each  other 
necessarily  results    from    the    equality  of  two    sides   in   an 


^rVv^'v^ 


TYyf  * 


ft2^^ 


a 


^£... 


cflc;pc 


I 


RUDIMENTA. 


27 


Patet  hinc  1°.  De  iis  did  Prcedicabile  quibus 
inest  Universale.  Genusque  adeo,  quod  est  plu- 
rium  essentiarum  vel  specierum  pars  communis,  isag.  2.11. 
de  specie  differentibus,  h.  e.  de  diversis  speciebus 
quas  ingreditur,  dici;  ut  animal  de  homine  et  bruto. 
Speciem  vero,  de  numero  differentibus,  h.  e.  de 
diversis  individuis,  quorum  singula  habent  essen- 
tiam  speciei  vocabulo  significatam  ;  sic  homo  de 
Socrate  et  Platone  dicitur,  et  de  omnibus,  quibus 
natura  inest  humana.  Reliqua  vero  Praedicabilia, 
(prout  inferius  patebit)  eadem  de  causa,  tam  de 
specie  quam  numero  differentibus  dicuntur. 

Et  N.  B.  ex  recepto  more  loquendi.  Genus  et 
Speciem  prcedicari  in  (i.  e.  respondere  quaestioni 
factae   per)    Qnid"^ ;    Differentiam    in    QuaJegmd;To^.iy.2. 

Isag.  2. 13. 
isosceles  triangle.  But  this  theory,  originally  borrowed  from  }^"^*^^*^* 
the  mathematics,  is  not  true  of  any  succession  of  physical 
phenomena.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  we  experience  that  certain 
events  are  invariably  conjoined,  but  there  is  not,  as  in  mathe- 
matical demonstrations,  any  necessity  that  they  must  be  so. 
Invariable  succession,  in  fact,  is  the  highest  positive  notion 
of  causality  to  which  we  can  attain  in  the  case  of  sensible 
phenomena,  though  this  limitation  does  not  include  the  moral 
causality  of  which  we  are  conscious  in  volition.  Necessity, 
however,  in  any  sense  is  untenable  as  a  logical  criterion  of 
property,  since  it  presupposes  an  acquaintance  with  the  laws 
of  any  given  physical  phenomena,  of  which  the  Logician 
as  such  knows  nothing.  A  better  logical  distinction  between 
property  and  accident  is  that  given  by  Aristotle,  of  the  con- 
vertible and  non  convertible  attribute.     See  Appendix,  note  A. 

"  Pradicatur  in  Quid ;  i.  e.  is  expressed  by  a  noun  substan- 
tive :  m  Quale;  by  an  adjective.  See  Aquinas,  Opusc.  xlviii. 
cap.  2.  (Cf.(Pseudo)  Abelard,  De  Gen.  et  Sp,  p.  5'28.  ed.  Cousin.)   \ 
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Arist. 
Metaph. 
IV.25.2,3 
Isag.  8.  8. 
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Proprium  et  Accidens  in  Quale.  Unde  facile  est 
conficere  vulgatas  Praedicabilium  definitiones. 
Nam  Genus  definitur,  Prcedicabile  quod  proidicatur 
de  pluribus  specie  dijferentibus  in  Quid.  Differentia, 
quod  de  pluribus  specie  vel  numero  differentibus  in 
Isag. 3. 17.  Qualequid  kc."^ 

Patet  2°.  Genus  esse  Tottini  quiddam,  nempe 
Logicum,  sive  in  modo  loquendi ;  quatenus  con- 
tinet  (i.  e.  praedicationis  ambitu  coniplectitur) 
species   tanquam  partes  sui  subjectivas.     Speciem 

TRiat  the  dliUDClions  of  sulwiance»  iiunlity,  anil  the  other 
oit^goties.  an»  foondcd  on  gramniaticiil  gn>undd»  id  fthevii  by 
Tk«Dd«lenl>turg.  EUm,  Lo$.  Ami,  |.  3. 

The  PMder  of  Loeko  must  not  confomid  UiU  Jiaiuictjon 
with  that  l>6t«'66n  miUianen  and  modet:  Ktsa^,  b.  ii.  ch.  12. 
(Cf.  Deecftftee.  Frinc.  I  4B.  Por^RoJlU  Logic»  p.  i.  ch.  2.) 
A  quaruy  is  pre<diait€d  in  ^uid  of  Miothcr  quality,  ad  well  as 
m  xuh^tance  of  a  siib«Unco ;  o.  g.  ••  IVudcnoo  is  a  virtue." 
Cf.  I^ldus  ou  Top.  i.  f  ».  Porl-Ro.vid  Logic,  part  i.  ch.  7. 

The  ai9tinc<iofi  between  QmU^uid  and  QmU  h  not 
warranted  by  Porphyry.  Aeoording  to  hiiii.  Diflfciwtia,  Pro- 
prium» aiid  Aocidons  are  all  prciiicatcd»  ik  r^  ^crm^  ri  farw. 
Boctliiux  difiiinguUhee  tlieiu  q$  Quai$  in  sub^antia  and  QuaU 
non  in  mbttatuia.  The  ry/^te  defimiU^mt  which  follow  «re 
Ibe  original  doilitionks  of  Porphyry,  adopted  by  most  uibso- 
que^it  Lot^icLAns. 

»  Spfdtf  iW  wtmito,  I  e.  generic  diffmnae  de  tpetie  dif- 
ftrmHtUi;  Bpecific,  d0  mmmo  diferentihm.  But  thi.t  would 
not  bo  allowod  by  Porphyry,  according  to  whom  differentin 
ia  always  predicated  ds  ijftecie  d^arentihtt^  Tho  remaining 
definition»  might  be  supph^  aa  follow»;  Sptcia,  quod  ds 
pUnbus  numero  dijferentiintt  in  Quid  Prffpriw»,  quod  de 
pbtrihu  numero  d^fvrfxxtibtu  in  Qmde.  Accidem,  qttod  de  /•/«• 
fihu  ffenere  rel  $fftcie  rW  numero  d^rreniUm  in  Quale.  Tho 
tax)  lasl^  howcTi-r,  are  IM)<  given  as  definitions  by  Porphyry. 
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quoque  Totum  esse,  nempe  Metaphysicum,  sive  in 
modo  concipiendi ;  quatenus  continet  (i.  e.  ad  per- 
fectionem  sui  postulat)  Genus  tanquam  partem  sui 
essentialem^ .     Unde  Differentia  Generi   accedens,  isag.  a.  7, 


13. 


dicitur  Genus  ipsum  dividere,  quatenus  ejus  signi-  6^  ^^ 
ficata  distinguit,  et  speciem  comtiluere,  quatenus 
ejus  essentiam  complet.    ^  ^r^,u^/  ^  Jt->^*^i         j 


^««%-^»-vv 


t^ 
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§.  6.     Genus  aliud    Summum,   aliud   Subalter-imv:,^:i.*xi,'^^T^'"*^^ 
num    est :     Species    quoque,    in    Suhalternnm    e\    ' 
hifimam  distinguitur^     Genus  summum,  est  quod  isag- 2.««, 

^  29. 

'  Totum  Lo^icum — T<Mwin  Metaphj/mwu.  The  propriety  of 
tliks  uoo^eiiclature  mi^  be  quei^oiied.  "  Univerdale."  Bayn 
Burgersdyck, "totnm  quoddaiu  est;  quippn multacompleetitur 
ut  partes.  Dicitur  t4^Hm  Loyieum,  quia  Logic»)  munus  est  de 
universis  disputaro.  Genus  et  differentia  distii^uutur  dola 
ratione;  Ideoque  compoeltio  ex  geuere  et  diflei^ntia  iion  eel 
vera  compositio»  u^  oompoisitlo  rationls.  Hoe  totnm  aolot 
appdlari  totum  Mettiphffticwn,  quia  Metaphy^oa  vcntatur  circa 
fa  fore.  qufP  non  tarn  relpsa  quam  nittone  divert  sunt,** 
luit.  T^g.  1.  j.  c.  14.  But  in  tititb»  od  regards  mere  notions, 
the  potcntiid  extension  and  eomprehenston  art;  boUi  within 
the  province  of  Logic ;  and  a;^  regards  thuigv,  the  real  cs^ODiea 
of  a  species  and  tlie  actual  subdivisions  of  a  genus  are  both 
equally  without.  The  distinction  itself  is  of  gt\Hit  importance» 
and  has  been  expfessed  iu  various  wa>%  by  tlie  terms  ffot^ii^ 
uid  ocitiAl  wliole.  wlK)le  in  prtdietUion  and  in  definition,  ttJiuwsa/ 
and  e$w\iMl  vhole,  &c.  The  best  Is  that  adopted  by  tlio  Port*  1 
Royal  IxtgicwM.  wbo  distingalflh  (he  extennon  or  subjects  of 
«hich  a  notion  is  prodicsftble  fVom  the  eomprehawon  or  attrilnitcs' 
vhieh  it  involves  in  itselt  Thus  genus  is  a  whole  in  extension^ 
speeiet  a  wholo  in  comprehemioii.  On  this  important  dis. 
tinctkn,  .lee  Sir  W.  Hamilton's  LectQies  on  Logic.  I.  p.  Ul. 
BIr.  Bnyncs;'];  Tranjilation  of  tho  Port-Royal  Logicv  p.  xxziL  or 
Bp.  Tliomson's  Outline  of  the  Laws  of  Thought,  p.  70,  6th  ed. 

'  Tlie  Summttm  Qenus  and  the  hifima  Species,  as  hero 
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nulli%  Species  infima,  quae  omni  cognato   Ge?ieri 

described,  are  both  merely  imaginary  limits,  never  arrived  at 
in  any  process  of  actual  thought.  The  notion  of  Beinf^  or 
even  of  Substance  in  general,  apart  from  this  or  that  special 
combination  of  attributes,  and  that  of  a  combination  so 
complex  as  to  admit  of  no  additional  attributes  in  thought, 
are  both  psychologically  inconceivable.  A  Highest  Genus 
and  a  Lowest  Species  may  be  admitted  in  any  material 
science,  as  the  limits  at  which  the  investigations  of  that 
science  begin  and  end  ;  but  such  a  limitation  is  made  entirely 
on  material  grounds,  relatively  to  the  purpose  of  that  par- 
ticular science,  and  cannot  be  recognised  by  Logic.  See 
Appendix,  note  A. 

»  The  Aristotelian  Logicians  consider  the  summa  genera  as 
ten  in  number,  viz.  the  ten  Categories  or  Predicaments  of 
Aristotle.  ^  These  are  ovaioy  noa-ov,  ttoiov,  np6s  rt,  ttov,  TTore,  KeiaOaif 

tx^ivy  noiiiv,  7rd(rx€iv;  usually  translated,  Substance,  Quantity, 
Quality,  Kelation,  Place,  Time,  Situation,  Possession,  Action, 
Passion.     The   Categories   have  by  different   commentators 
been  regarded  as  a  classification  of  names,  of  things,  and  of 
both;   and  have  been  alternately  banished  to  Metaphysics 
and  recalled  to  Logic.     Whatever  position  they  may  hold  in 
the  Metaphysical  writings  of  Aristotle,  in  his  Logical  ones 
they  are  expressly  declared  to  be  a  division  of  the  notions 
signified  by  simple  terms.     Ens  (t6  5p)  was  not  regarded  as  a 
summurn  genus  to  the  several  Categories,  being  considered  by 
Aristotle  and  his  followers  as  predicable  of  them,  not  uni- 
vocally,  but  equivocally,  or  rather  analogoushj.     But  a  classifi- 
cation of  Categories  is  out  of  place  in  Formal  Logic.     From 
the  analysis  of  any  notion,  whether  given  in  itself  or  as  form- 
ing part  of  a  judgment,  I  can  by  mere  thinking  arrive  at  the 
simplest  elements  it  contains ;  but  I  cannot  by  mere  think- 
ing determine  that  all  notions  so  analysed  will  lead  me  to 
exactly   ten   such  elements,   neither   more   nor  less.     This 
requires  a  knowledge,  not  merely  of  all  the  forms  of  thought, 
but  also  of  all  the  characteristics  of  the  objects  about  which 
we  can   think.     On  the  principle  of  the  Aristotelian  Cate- 


subjicitur:  Genus  vel  Sp.e£igs^ubalterna^  quse  etisag.2.24, 
cognato  Generi  subjicitur,  et  de  cognata  Specie 
praedicatur.  Voco  autem  Cognata,  quae  ex  iisdem 
Individuis  perpetua  abstractione  colliguntur;  ut 
Homo,  Animal,  Vivens,  Corpus,  Substantia:  quse 
ex  Socrate,  Platone  &c.  expurgatis  continue  diffe- 
rentiis  oriuntur. 

[Hanc  seriem  ita  placuit  describi  ut  quodam- 
modo  referret  arborem  :  saltern  a  Porphyrio  sic 
descripta  Porphjriance  Arhoris''  nomen  habet. 
Hujus  truncum  referebat  linea  directa,  in  qua 
Genera  et  Species  scribebantur  :  in  suprema  Tabula 
Genus  summum,  in  ima  Species  infima;  unde 
Nomina.  Inter  haec  Media  Subalterna,  suo 
ordine. 

Differentiae  ad  latus  sunt  dispositae^  ad  quas 
ductae  a  Generibus  suis  lineae  Ramorum  instar 
pertinebant.  Individua  sub  specie  infima  oblique 
descripta  sunt,  quasi  propagines  Radicis.] 

gories  and  the  objections  raised  against  them,  see  Appendix, 
note  B. 

^  Species  subalterna.  Here  the  word  species  has  changed 
its  meaning.  In  the  original  definition  it  meant  a  certain 
relation  in  which  a  predicate  may  stand  to  its  subject.  Man 
is  a  Species  to  Socrates.  It  now  means  a  certain  relation  in 
which  a  subject  may  stand  to  its  predicate.  Man  is  a  Species 
to  Animal.  These  are  generally  distinguished  by  Logicians 
as  the  species  pradicabilis  and  the  species  subjicibilis, 

*^  By  the  Greek  Logicians  it  was  sometimes  called  the 
ladder  (^t>a|)  of  Porphyry. 
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•*  This  delineation  of  the  Arbor  Porphyriana  is  first  given 
by  Aquinas,  Opusc.  xlviii.  Tract,  ii.  cap.  3.  In  all  the  earlier 
specimens,  Animal  Rationale  is  placed  between  Animal  and 
Homo  as  the  proximum  genus,  and  divided  into  mortale  and 
immortale,  in  accordance  with  PorphjTy's  definition  of  Man. 


Quare    1.    Differentia    est    vel    Generica,   quae  isag.  3. 6, 
constituit   Speciem   Subalternam ;    vel   Specijica%^^' 
quae  infimam :  haec  est,  quae  de  numero  differen-     / 
tibus,  ilia,  quae  de  specie  differen tibus  prgedicatur. 
Exempla,  Sensibile  et  Rationale. 

2.  Proprium^  quoque,  vel  Genericum  est,  quod 
necessario  comitatur  essentiam  Generis  summi  vel 
subalterni^;  atque  ex  ilia  adeo  fluere  atque  oriri 

e  The  term  specific  difference  (dtacpopa  ubo7roi6s)  has  a  diflferent 
meaning  in  Porphyry.  It  is  opposed  to  accidental  difference, 
(dia(t)oph  Kara  (rvfi^E^yjKosy)  and  marks  the  differentia  proper, 
which  distinguishes  species  from  species,  (whether  subaltern 
or  infima,)  as  opposed  to  accidents,  which  only  distinguish 
between  individuals. 

'  Proprium.  In  formal  logic,  which  cannot  take  into 
account  the  realist  theory  of  essence,  it  becomes  necessary 
to  change  slightly  the  language  which  expresses  the  dis- 
tinction between  proprium  and  differentia.  The  essence  of  a 
concept  is  the  sum  of  the  attributes  which  it  comprehends. 
Whatever  does  not  form  a  part  of  the  comprehension  of  the 
concept  or  of  the  signification  of  its  name,  is  not  part  of  but 
joined  to  the  essence :  i.  e.  it  is  found  in  all  or  some  of  the 
individuals  of  the  class,  but  is  not  implied  in  the  name  or 
notion  of  the  class  itself.  Thus  it  is  no  part  of  the  notion  of 
a  .triangle  that  its  angles  are  equal  to  two  right  angles ;  and  it 
is  no  part  of  the  notion  of  a  body  to  have  weight.  These  then 
are  properties,  not  differences,  and,  when  predicated  of  their 
respective  subjects,  form  what  Kant  calls  synthetical,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  analytical  judgments.  Thus  the  non-essential 
are  distinguished  from  the  essential  predicables.  The  further 
distinction  of  property  from  accident,  as  necessanly  or  con- 
«m5ren%  joined,  has  been  already  noticed  as  extralogical. 

^  A  summum  genus  can  manifestly  have  no  constitutive 
differentia;  but  it  may  have  properties.  There  may  be  attri- 
butes forming  no  portion  of  the  universal  nature  (or  concep- 
tion) of  substance,  which  are  notwithstanding  found  in  all 
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dicitur :  vel  Specijicum,  quod  fluit  ab  essentia 
speciei  infimse  :  Illud  itaque  de  pluribus  speciebus, 
hoc,  de  una  specie  et  pluribus  Individuis  praedi- 
catur.  Exempla,  Mobile  et  Risibile. 
isag.  4. 1.  Proprium  tamen  aliunde  quadrifariam  dicitur^ 
1.  Quod  convenit  soli,  sed  non  omni;  scil.  soli 
Speciei,  sed  non  omni  ejus  Individuo ;   ut  homini 

substances  and  at  all  times.  Such  properties  of  the  summum 
genus  are  enumerated  by  Aristotle,  Categ.  ch.  5.  These 
were  in  the  scholastic  theory  regarded  as  flowing  from  the 
simple  essence;  those  of  all  subordinate  classes  from  the 
differentia. 

^  Porphyry,  following  Aristotle,  does  not  distinguish  Pro- 
perty from  Accident  as  flowing  necessarily  from  the  essence, 
but  as  coextensive  and  simply  convertible  with  its  subject. 
In  this  he  is  followed  by  Boethius  :  the  other  distinction,  how- 
ever, appears  as  early  as  in  the  commentary  of  Albertus  Magnus, 
and  seems  to  have  been  derived  fr^m  the  Arabians.  (Cf.  Albert 
de  Predicab.  Tract,  vi.  cap.  1.)  The  Xhov  of  Porphyry  answers 
to  the  fourth  kind  of  property  mentioned  in  the  text.  The 
other  three  are  accidents;  the  first  and  third  separable;  the 
second  inseparable,  but  still  only  an  accident,  as  being  pre- 
dicable  of  more  subjects  than  homo.  On  the  scholastic  theory, 
it  is  also  an  accident,  as  not  flowing  necessarily  from  rationale, 
the  differentia.  Aristotle,  who  defines  man  (c^ov  iri^ov  diirow, 
would  regard  bipes  as  a  differentia.  It  may  be  observed  that, 
upon  the  principles  of  Aristotle  and  Porphyry,  a  generic 
property  can  only  be  regarded  as  a  property  with  respect  to 
the  highest  species  of  which  it  is  predicable.  As  regards  all 
subordinate  species,  it  must  be  considered  as  an  accident. 
Mobile,  for  example,  a  property  of  corpus,  is  an  accident  to 
animal,  and  to  homo,  as  not  convertible  with  them.  This  may 
be  fairly  inferred  from  Top.  ii.  3,  5.  and  is  also  maintained  by 
Avicenna  and  Albertus  Magnus:  see  Albert,  de  Predicab. 
Tract,  ix.  cap.  I .  On  the  theory  of  necessary  connection,  it  may 
remain  a  property ;  but  on  this  authorities  are  divided. 
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esse  Granimaticum.     2.  Quod  omni,  sed  non  soli ; 
ut  homini  esse  hipedem.     3.  Quod  omni  et  soli,  sed  ^- 


IXh 


-r^ 


non  semper ;  ut  homi?ii  canescere>  4.  Quod  omni, 

soli,  et  semper;  ut  homini  risihilitas.     Hujusmodiisag.ir7.t^, 

Proprium   est,   quod   constituit   Quartum   Pr^di-  >>e^--, 

cabile. 

Accidens,  cum  essentiae  junctum  sit  contin-isag.s.  i. 
genter,  adesse  igitur  vel  abesse  potest,  salva  interim 
essentia  subjecti ;  cui  tamen  aliquando  tam  tena- 
citer  inhaeret,  ut  cogitatione  sola  divelli  atque 
separari  possit ;  ut  Mantuamm  esse,  a  Virgilio. 
Quare  vocatur  Inseparabile\  Quod  autem  actu 
sive  reipsa  separari  potest,  ut  albedo  a  pariete, 
Axciim  Separabile.  '    ,- r- r-^ii, 
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II.  13.  7. 


§.  7.  QuEMADMODUM  Vox  Siugularis  dicitur  Indi-ku.  w.  i. 

31.1. 
'  We  must  distinguish  between  the  accidents  of  a  class  and  fLS^f' 
those  of  an  individual.     Of  the  former,  those  are  imeparable,  '^  '" 
which,  though  not  connected  with  the  essence  by  any  law  of 
causation,  are  as  a  matter  of  fact  found  in  all  the  members  of 
the  class,  and  can  be  the  predicates  of  an  universal  proposition  • 
e.  g.  -  all  crows  are  black."     The  separable  accidents  are  found 
m  some  members  of  the  class  and  not  in  others,  and  therefore 
can  only  be  predicates  oi particular  propositions ;  e.  g.  "  some 
horses  are  black."     This  distinction  between  the  separable 
and  mseparable  accidents  of  a  class  has  been  transferred  by 
Archbishop  Whately   to   distinguish   between   accident   and 
property.     Of  the  accidents  of  the  individual,  the  inseparable 
can  be  predicated  of  their  subject  at  all  times;  e.  g.  "Virgil 
IS  a  Mantuan;"   the  separable  only  at  certain  times;    e.g. 
"  Virgd    is    sitting    down."    Aldrich's   distinction,    between 
separable  in  thought  and  separable  in  fact,  is  extralogical.     Logic 
IS  concerned  only  with  thought,  not  with  physical  changes. 
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viduum,  ita  et  Communis  Dividua  dici  potest. 
Earn  enim  per  Metaphoram  dividere  dicitur,  qui 
plura  ejus  significata  recenset ;  nam  in  uno  multa 
distinguit.  Ita  qui  animal  dicit  esse  (i.  e.  voca- 
bulum  animal  significare)  hominem  et  brutum, 
dicitur  animal  in  hominem  brutumque  dividere. 
Quare  Divisio^,  est  distincta  enumeratio  plurium. 


^  Division  was  employed  by  Plato  and  others  as  a  method 
of  demonstrating  definitions.  Aristotle  shews  that  the  rea- 
soning is  unsound,  and  always  involves  a  petitio  principii.  For 
this  reason  he  calls  it  a  kind  of  weak  syllogism,  though  he 
allows  it  to  be  useful  for  testing  definitions  when  gained :  see 
Appendix,  note  C.  Among  the  later  Peripatetics,  Division 
seems  to  have  been  held  in  higher  estimation;  a  separate 
treatise  on  the  subject  having  been  composed  by  Andronicus 
Khodius.  From  them  it  descended  to  Boethius,  whose  book 
de  Divisione  is  the  principal  authority  from  which  subsequent 
Logicians  have  drawn. 

According  to  Boethius,  the  word  Division  is  used  in  three  prin- 
cipal senses.  1.  Division  of  a  genus  into  species.  2.  Division 
of  a  whole  into  parts.  3.  Division  of  an  equivocal  term  into 
its  several  significations.  Of  these,  according  to  Cicero,  Top. 
ch.  6.  the  first  is  properly  called  Dimsio,  the  second,  Partitio, 
"In  partitione  quasi  membra  sunt;  ut  corporis,  caput,  humeri, 
manus, latera,  crura,  pedes,  et  cetera:  in  divisione,  formee  sunt, 
quas  Grseci  ideas  vocant ;  nostri,  si  qui  hsec  forte  tractant,  species 
appellant."  Cf.  Quintil.  v.  10.  vii.  1.  In  Division,  the  whole 
or  its  definition  can  be  predicated  of  each  part,  as  "  Homo  est 
animal,"  "  Homo  est  vivens  sensibile."  In  Partition  this  can- 
not be  done.  Boethius,  however,  includes  under  his  second 
head,  not  only  the  enumeration  of  the  component  parts  of  an 
individual,  but  also  that  of  the  individuals  contained  under  an 
infima  species.  "  Ut  cum  dico  domus  aliud  esse  tectum,  aliud 
paries,  aliud  fundamentum ;  cumque  hominis  dicimus  partes 
esse  Catonem,  Virgilium,  Ciceronem."   The  last  in  one  respect 
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quae  communi  nomine  significantur.  Estque  ana- 
loga  distributioni  totius  in  partes.  Unde  et  nomen 
ipsum  Commune  dicitur  Totum  Divisum,  et  dis- 
tincta ejus  significata.  Partes  sive  membra  divi- 
dentia,  et  bene  dividendi  leges  statuuntur  tres.  ;,  A.f i. 
1.  ^Dividentia  sigillatim  minus  contineant  (i.e. 

more  resembles  division  proper;  as  the  name  and  definition  of 
the  whole  are  predicable  of  each  part.  But  on  account  of  the 
mfinite  number  of  individuals,  and  consequent  impossibihty 
of  exhausting  the  species,  this  is  not  generally  reckoned  as  a 
division  proper. 

The  division  of  an  equivocal  term,  as  canis  into  animal 
sidus,  piscis,  IS  sometimes  called  Distinction.     The  test  of  this 
is,  that  the  name  is  predicable  of  each  member,  but  not  the 
same  definition.     This  is  useful  for  separating  the  senses  of 
an  ambiguous  term  before  defining  it.     See  Top.  vi.  2.  l 
J  For  the  due  observance  of  these  rules,  it  is  desirable 'that 
the  division  consist  of  as  few  members  as  possible.     Some 
recommend  dichotomy,  or  a  division  of  every  genus  into  two 
species  by  means  of  opposed  differentiae.     Of  the  four  kinds 
of  Opposition,  Boethius  admits  for  this  purpose  contraries 
positive  and  privative  terms,  and  also  contradictories  as  some- 
times unavoidable;  but  rejects  relatives.     Aristotle  censures 
the  use  of  privative  and  indefinite  terms,  and  approves  of 
division  by  contraries.     See  Top.  vi.  6.  3.  de  Part.  Anim.  i.  3 
Here  dichotomy  is  only  practicable  when  the  contraries  admit 
no  medium  between  them.     Cf.  Cat.  10,  18.  Top.  vi.  6.  1 
Examples  of  dichotomy  by  contraries  may  be  found  in  the 
Arbor  Porphyriana.    For  a  threefold  division  of  the  same  kind 
see  Eth.  Nic.  vii.  6,  5.  T5>vyhp  f,b4<ovtvLa  ct>va-€t  aiperd,  rh  8'  ivain-ia 
Tovrcov,  Til  bk  fxera^i.   Dichotomy  by  contradiction,  which  Aristotle 
censures,  had  been  a  favourite  method  with  Plato,  as  it  after- 
wards was  with  Kamus  and  his  followers.     See  Hamilton's 
Keid.  p.  689.    Cf.  Trend.  Elem.  §.  68,  Eriauterungen,  p.  106. 
But  none  of  the  above  methods  of  division  can  be  regarded 
as  a  strictly  formal  process  of  thought.     Any  concept  A  is 
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Top.vi.6.arctius  significent)  quam  Divisum.     Nam  Totum 
^'  est   majus   partibus   singulis.     2.  Dividentia   con- 

junctim  plus  minusve  ne  contineant  quam  Divisum. 
Nam  Totum  est  aequale  partibus  universis.  3.  Mem- 
bra Divisionis  sint  opposita,  (i.  e.  in  se  invicem  ne 
contineantur :)  nam  sine  distinctione  frustra  est 
partitio. 

§.  8.  DivisioNEM  excipit"^  (quae  per  Metapho- 

potentially  divisible  into  A  which  is  B,  and  A  which  is  not  B ; 
and  experience  alone  can  determine  whether  either  of  these 
members  includes  under  it  really  existing  individuals  or  not. 
Logically,  the  division  of  animal  into  mortal  and  immortal  is 
as  good  as  that  into  rational  and  irrational.  But  this  division 
is  not  strictly  formal ;  for  B,  the  dividing  attribute,  not  being 
part  of  the  comprehension  of  A,  has  to  be  sought  for  out  of 
the  mere  act  of  thought,  after  A  has  been  given.  This  has 
been  observed  by  Hoffbauer  and  Fries,  who  hence  rightly 
maintain,  against  Kant,  that  even  dichotomy  by  contradiction 
is  not  an  act  of  formal  thinking.  Cf.  Hoffbauer,  Loij'ik,  §.  138. 
Fries  System  der  Loyik,  §.  92. 

The    only    sti-ictly   formal   process   of  this    kind   is    that 
\  distinguished  as  Determination,  which  consists  in  the  reunion  of 
I  a  genus  and  difference  previously  elicited  by  analysis  from 
a  given  concept.     Formal  Division  thus  presupposes  Defi- 
nition.   See  Drobisch,  Netce  Darstelhmg  der  Logik,  §.  17,  29,  30. 
°>  Excipit,     The  reason  of  this  order  is  given  by  Abelard : 
*'  Quoniam  vero  divisiones  definitionibus  naturaliter  priores 
sunt,  quippe  ex  ipsis  constitutionis  suae  originem  ducunt,  in 
ipso  quoque  tractatu  divisiones  merito  priorem  locum  obtine- 
bunt,  definitiones  vero  posteriorem."    Dialectica,  ed.  Cousin. 
p.  450.     This  is  true  in  a  material  point  of  view;  the  matter 
of  a  definition  being  sometimes   gained  by  division.     But 
i  formally,  the  reverse  order  is  preferable  ^  a  formal  division 
/  or  determination  being  only  possible  after  definition.     See 
the  last  note.  % 
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ram  quoque  dicitur)  Definitio ;  cujus  est,  assignare 
conceptus  et  voces,  quibus  ea,  qu^  ab  invicem 
distincta  volumus,  velut  agrorum  fines,  ex  limitibus 
suis  dignoscantur.  Quae  cum  definitis  notiora  esse 
debeant  magisque  obvia,  Definitio  vulgo  dicitur 
Oraiio  explicativa  definiti.  Oratio  (inquam)  ut  aTop.i.5.1. 
nomme  distinguatur ;  Explicativa  quoque,  nam  et 
nomen  exprimit.  >>*-**      U 

Definitio  alia,  Nominalis  est,  qu«  vocis ''signifi- An.  Post, 
cationem  aperit;  alia,  Realis,  qu^  rei^  naturam/^/>- 

"  Bel,  i.  e.  of  an  universal  notion  existing  in  the  mind;  with- 
out entering  on  the  question  whether  there  exists  any  external 
universal  nature  corresponding  to  it.     Since  all  such  notions 
are  represented  by  words,  a  real,  or  more  correctly  speaking 
a  notional,  definition,  will  at  the  same  time  unfold  the  meaning 
of  the  word  by  which  the  given  notion  is  represented.     Still 
the  two  kinds  of  definition  must  not  be  confounded.     A  real 
definition  has  primaiuly  for  its  object  to  analyse  a  complex 
notion   into   its    component    parts.      Words   are   employed 
secondanly,  though  unavoidably,  as  signs,  both  of  the  whole 
notion,  and  of  the  simpler  notions  of  which  it  is  composed 
But  the  object  of  nominal  definition  is  to  determine  of  what 
notion,  simple  or  complex,  a  given  word  is  the  sign.     The 
notion  may  be  already  known,  more  or  less  clearly,  by  means 
of  other  signs,  though  we  were  not  aware  of  its  connexion 
with  the  word  in  question.    A  different  distinction  between 
nominal  and  real  definition  is  given  by  Leibnitz,  Nouveaux 
Essais,  1.  iii.  c.  3. 

•  If  this  account  of  real  definition  is  correct,  it  will  follow 
that  the  same  notion  admits  of  only  one  definition ;  since 
the  same  notion  cannot  be  a  combination  of  more  than  one 
group  of  attributes.  And  nothing  can  be  more  clear  than 
Ai'istotle's  testimony  on  these  points,  nothing  more  positive 
than  his  repudiation  of  the  so-called  accidental  and  physical 
definitions.    (Cf.  Top.  vi.  4,  2.  vi.  14,  5.  i.  8.  2,  3.  Metaph.  vi. 
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Realis  iterum  vel  Accidentalis,  sive  Descriptio,  quae 
definito  accidentia  (puta  causas,  effectus,  propri- 
etates  aliaque  id  genus)  assignat ;  vel  Essentialis, 
quae  partes  essentiae  constitutivas.  Essentialis 
denique,  vel  Metaphysica  sive  Logica"",  quae  Genus 

11,  15.)  Nevertheless,  on  the  strength  of  a  misunderstood 
passage  in  the  De  Anima,  (i.  1.  16.)  the  threefold  division  of 
real  definition  has  been  fathered  on  the  Stagirite.  For  a 
fuller  account  of  Aristotle's  doctrine,  see  Appendix,  note  C. 
Before  quitting  this  subject,  it  may  be  observed,  that  Logicians 
have  perpetually  confounded  the  thing  or  notion  within  the 
mind  with  the  things  or  individuals  without.  Thus  Abp. 
Whately  observes,  that  Logic  is  concerned  with  nominal 
definitions  only  ;  because  all  that  is  requisite  for  the  purposes 
of  reasoning  is,  that  a  word  shall  not  be  used  in  different 
senses ;  a  real  definition  of  any  thing  belongs  to  the  science 
or  system  which  is  employed  about  that  thing.  On  the 
contrary,  Logic  is  concerned  with  real  or  notional  definitions 
only :  its  object  being  to  produce  distinctness  in  concepts,  which 
are  the  things  of  Logic.  Nominal  definitions  belong  to  the 
grammars  or  dictionaries  of  particular  languages.  Even 
Kant  {Logiky  §.  106.)  has  not  quite  avoided  this  confusion. 

®  Metaphysica  sive  Logica.  On  this  point  the  two  great  sects 
of  the  Schoolmen  were  at  issue.  The  Eealists,  following  the 
Arabians,  divided  Logic  into  two  parts;  one,  which  treated 
of  the  essence  of  incomplex  notions  and  things  by  definition ; 
the  other,  of  the  truth  of  propositions  as  determined  by 
argumentation.  To  this  latter  the  greater  part  of  the  Aristo- 
telian Logic  was  regarded  as  belonging.  The  former  was 
supposed  to  have  formed  a  lost  portion  of  the  ancient  science. 
The  Nominalists,  on  the  other  hand,  and  more  correctly,  main- 
tained that  to  investigate  the  essences  of  things  belonged  to 
the  province  of  Metaphysics ;  the  Logician,  as  such,  assigning 
no  actual  definitions,  but  borrowing  them  as  mere  examples 
from  the  science  to  which  they  properly  belong.  As  autho- 
rities for  the  two  views,  compare  x\lbert,  de  Prtedicab.  Tract,  i. 
chap.  5,  6.  with  Occam,  Logic,  part  i.  chap.  26. 
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et  Differentiam  ;  vel  Physical  qu^  partes  Essentia 
physicas,  i.  e.  realiter  distinctas :    nam  Genus  et 
Differentia  sola  mente  distinguuntur. 
E.g.  Definitur  homo  Nominaliter\  qui  ex  humo. 

P  Physical  definition  is  rejected  by  Aristotle,  (Metaph.  vi. 
11.)  on  the  ground  that  the  physical  parts  are  not  parts  of  the 
spec.es,  but  of  the  individuals.  Aldrich's  expression,  "  parses 
essent^.  physicas,"  cannot  be  tolerated,  unless  we  regard  univer! 
sal  notions  as  not  merely  real  substances,  but  corporeal.  In 
the  example  given  by  Aldrich,  the  so-called  Physical  definition 
may  be  regarded  as  merely  an  indirect  mode  of  expressing 
the  same  notion  that  the  Metaphysical  definition  expresses 
dn-ectly.  It  is  thus  merely  an  accidental  variation  of  lan- 
guage easily  reduced  to  the  direct  form,  and  is  so  regarded 

ch.  26.     In  all  other  cases  it  is  no  definition  at  all. 

d  Jnv '*  ^'!^t''''^  ^'^^^^^  t^^  principal  methods  of  nominal 
definihon:  1  by  a  synonymous  term,  e.  g.  "ensis  est  gladius:" 
2.  by  Etymology,  as  m  Aldrich's  example.  The  former  is  in 
fa  t  tramlationy  it  being  indifferent  whether  the  synonyms 
belong  to  the  same  language  or  not ;  the  latter  will  in  many 

u s  iLrth "'"' ' I ""'' ' ' '''''  ^^-^-  ^'  --^«  ^-4 

quite   lost  their  etymological   meaning.     Neither  of  these 
methods  IS  countenanced  by  Aristotle ;  see  Appendix,  note  C. 

It  ^T''.'''?/'  '"^''^  ''  '^'  ^'''^  Commentators;  see 
Alexander,  in  Metaph.  p.  442.  ed.  Bonitz.     The  latter  is  an 

innovation  borrowed  from  the  Khetoricians,  by  whom  it  was 
called  Notatio.     See  Cicero,  Top.  ch.  8.  ^^«^  ^^  was 

''  In  Mathematics,  and  in  all  strict  Sciences,"  says  Abp 
Whate  y,  ^he  Nominal  and  the  Eeal  Definition  exactly  co£ 
erne;  the  meaning  of  the  word,  and  the  nature  of  the  thing 
being  exactly  the  same^  This  remark  is  based  on  Locke 
(Essay ^h,  iii.  c.  3.  §.  18.)  but  it  confounds  the  B^al  Essence 
vvi.wl  r'*  ^'  *^^  ""known  constitution  of  each  individual 
wim  the  Logical  Essence  or  contents  of  a  general  notion.  Cf 
-^abarella  De  Methodis,  1.  i.  p.  ]69. 
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Accidentaliter\  Animal  bipes  implume.  Metaphy- 
sice%  Animal  rationale.  P%52c^,  Ens  naturale 
constans  corpore  organico  et  anima  rationali. 

Bonse  Definitionis  leges  potissimum  tres  sunt. 

1.  Definitiojit  adaequata  definito :  alias  non 
explicat  definitum.  Quae  enim  angustior  est, 
explicat  tantum  partem,  cum  definitum  sit  tolum; 
quse  laxior,  explicat  totum,  cum  definitum  sit 
Top.  VI.  4.  tantum  pars.     2.  Ut  per  se  clarior*  sit  et  notior 

2,  7.  -- -^* 

•  r  Accidental  definition  is  composed  of  genus  and  one  or 

more  properties.     Accidents  properly  so  called  are  expressly 
rejected  as  useless  in  definition  by  Porphyry,  Isag.  3.  15.  and 
by  Boethius.  Opera,  p.  3,  though  admitted  by  some  subsequent 
authorities.     Hence  anvnial  rmhile  would  be  a  better  example 
than   Aldrich's  animal  bipes  implume.     But  the  majority  of 
Logicians  have  veiy  properly  regarded  accidental  definition, 
in  any  form,  as  no  definition,  but  merely  description.     It  does 
not  analyse  the  contents  of  a  7ioHon,  but  enumerates  marks 
by  which  one  individual  may  be  distinguished  from  each  other. 
The  same  notion  can  have  but  one  definition;  the  same  mdi- 
vidual  may  have  many  descnptions.     Cf.  Albert.  1.  c.  Occam, 
pt.  i.  ch.  27.     Wyttenbach.  Pracept.  Log.  p.  iii.  c  v.  §.  14. 

Drobisch,  §.  104.  ,  ,  .   •  .       •    .u 

s  Metaphysical  definition,  the  only  proper  definition  in  the 
strict  sense  of  the  term,  being  by  genus  and  differentia,  (or 
more  correctly  by  genus  and  differentim;  see  Top.  i.  8,  3. 
and  above,  p.  26,  note  s.)  it  will  follow,  that  all  definable 
notions  must  be  species.  Hence  summa  genera,  which  have  no 
differentiae,  and  individuals,  which  are  distinguished  only  by 
accidents,  are  not  definable.  See  Arist.  Metaph.  iv.  3,  6. 
(where  for  .h  read  ov,  supported  by  two  Mss.  and  by  Alexander, 
Schol.  p.  693,  a.  8.)  vi.  15.  2.  The  supposed  difference  on  this 
point  between  Aristotle  and  Locke,  or  rather  Descartes,  may 
be  reduced  to  a  verbal  question.  See  Appendix,  note  C. 
t  Per  se  clarior ;  i.  c.  composed  of  pai'ts  greater  in  extension 
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definito :  alias  non  explicat  omnino.     Dico  tamen 
per  se,  quia  per   accidens   potest   minus   intelligi 
quod  notius  est  sua  natura.     3.  Ut  justo  vocum  Top.  vi.  2. 
propriarum'^  numero  absolvatur:    nam  ex  Meta-Top.vi.2. 
phoris  oritur  ambiguitas,  ex  nimia  brevitate  obscu- ^' ^^*  ^* '^• 
ritas,  ex  prolixitate  confusio. 

than  the  definitum,  though  less  in  comprehension ;  as  are  the 
genus  and  differentia,  as  compared  with  the  species.     For  the  \ 
more  universal  notions  are  yviopiii^repa  (^ixreL,  though  individuals  Ul  if' 
and  lower  species  are  yv<opni^T€pa  fjpiv.     See  An.  Post,  i  2  5 
Top.  vi.  4.  7,  9. 

"  Vocum  propriarum;  I  e.  words  in  common  use,  called  in 
the  l\hetoric,  (iii.  2,  2.)  Kvpia  dvdfiara,  i.  e.  sanctioned  by  popular 
use;  **  quern  penes  arbitrium  est  et  jus  et  norma  loquendi."'/ 
Cf.  Poet.   21.   5.  Xcyo)  8e  Kvpiov  fi€v  ©  xp^^rai  €Ka(TTOi.      In    the 
Topics,  (vi.  2.  4.)  they  are  called  established  names,  (Kei/xepa 

ovonara.)  ' 
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CAP.  II. 
De  Propositione  Categorica  pura. 

§.  1.  Secunda  Pars  Logicae  agit  de  Propositione'' 
sive  Enuntiatione ;  quod  est  signum  secundae  ope- 
rationis  Intellectus,  sive  Judicium  verbis  expres- 
sum. 

Quare,  ad  Propositionem  legitimam  requiritur. 
Deint.6.1.     1.  Quoad   vocem,  ut  sit   Oratio   affirmans^  vel 

negans,  quae  est  ejus  essentia. 
Deint.4.3.     2.  Quoad  seusum,  ut  verum  vel  falsum  significet, 
(id.  scil.  quod  res  est,  vel  secus,  dicat,)  quod  essen- 

a  "  Sed  cum  disseramus  de  Oratione,  cujus  varise  species 

sunt, est  una  inter  has   ad  propositum  potissima,  quae 

pronunciabilis  appellatur,  absolutam  sententiam  comprehen- 
dens,  sola  ex  omnibus  veritati  aut  falsitati  obnoxia:  quam 
vocat  Sergius  effatum,  Varro  proloquium,   Cicero  enunciatum, 

Grseci  protasin  tum   axioma ; familiarius   tamen   dicetur 

propositio:'  Apuleius  de  Dogm.  Platonis,  lib.  iii.  He  has 
not  distinguished  between  a'n6(l>av(ns  and  nporaais, — the  former 
of  which  is  rendered  by  Boethius  enunciatio,  the  latter  pro- 
positio.  See  Trendelenburg,  Elem.  §.  2.  ♦*  *A7r6<f)ap(ris  quum 
ad  syllogismum  instituendum  tan  quam  propositio  quae  vocatur 
prsemissa  adhibetur,  Trporaa-is  dicitur."  And  so  Aquinas, 
Opusc.  xlviii.  Tract,  de  Enunc.  cap.  1.  •*  Propositio  nam 
solum  dicitur  de  prsemissis  ipsius  syllogismi,  sed  enunciatio 
tam  de  prsemissis  quam  de  conclusione."  The  distinction, 
however,  is  not  implied  in  the  definitions  of  the  two  by 
Aristotle,  de  Int.  5.  5.  and  Anal.  Pr.  i.  1.  2. 

^  Oratio  affirmansy  Kardcpaa-is — negans,  aTrocpaais.  These  are 
literally  rendered  by  Apuleius,  Propositio  dedicativa  and  abdi- 
cativa.  The  ordinary  renderings,  affirmatio  and  negatio,  are 
first  used  by  Boethius.     See  Prantl,  i.  p.  521. 


RUDIMENTA. 


45 


tiae  necessario  nexum,  et  proinde  proprietas  est. 
Unde  et 

3.  Non  est  ambigua ;  sic  enim  orationes  esset. 
Nee  4.  Soloeca  vel  mutila;  sic  enim  nihil  sig- 
nificaret. 

Quare,  ea  demum  Propositio  legitima  censebitur,Deint.5.5. 
quae,  juxta  definitionem  vulgatam,  est  Oratio  Indi- Anai.vr,i. 
cativa%  congrua  et  perfecta,  verum  vel  falsum  sig-^'^' 
nificans,  sine  ambiguitate. 

§.  2.  Ejus  Divisiones  variae  sunt; 

1.  Categorical  e^t,  quae  enuntiat  absolute;  ut. 
Homo  est  risibilis.  Hypothetica,  quae  sub  con- 
ditione  ;  ut,  si  homo  est  rationalis  est  risibilis.  Vel 
dies  est  vel  nox. 

Quod  Categorica  dicit,  nihilo  nexum  est ;  quasi 
per  se  subsistens :  quod  Hypothetica,  condition! 
substat.  Unde  et  haec  Divisio  peti  dicitur  a  ^2/6- 
^to^/a  Propositionis ;  et  per  ejus  membra  respon- 
detur  interroganti,  Quce  est  Propositio  ? 

Categorica  rursus  dividitur  in  Puram  et  Moda- 
km  ^     Hypothetica  in  Conditionalem,  Disjunctivam, 

'  The  proposition  is  defined  by  Aristotle,  \6yo,  d7ro<pain-LK6s 
which  is  translated  by  Petrus  Hispanus,  Oratio  indkativa,  and 
better  by  Boethius,  Oratio  enunciativa.  The  rest  of  Aldrich's 
definition  is  superfluous. 

^  Categonca,    In  Aristotle  KarrjyopiKhs  always  signifies  of-  ' 

firmative,  and  is  opposed,  not  to  VTro^ertAco'y,  but  to  crrep^rt/co'sr. 

The  latter  sense  probably  originated  with  Theophrastus,  who 
first  expounded   the   hypothetical   syllogism.      See   Sir  W. 
Hamilton,  Discussions,  p.  152. 
^  Aristotle,  in  de  Int.  ch.  12.  1.  enumerates  four  modes; 
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^nai  rr.   &c.     Catcgorica   pura,  sive  Propositio  de   inesse^l 
De  Int.  12.  est  quae  pure  affirmat  vel  negat;  i.e.  simpliciter 

the  necessaryy  the  impossible^  the  contingenU  and  the  possible. 
{dpayKa7ov — ddvvarov — iv^ex^yifvov — bvvarov.^  Thesc  he  afterwards, 
Anal.  Pr.  i.  2.  1.  reduces  to  two,  the  necessary  and  Uie  con- 
tingent. See  St  Hilaire's  Translation,  Preface,  p.  66.  That 
he  adds  the  true  and  the  Jalse  is  questionable ;  the  words 
dXrjOesy  ovK  akrjdfSy  in  de  Int.  12.  10.  are  perhaps  only  intended 
to  mark  the  previous  four  pairs  as  contradictories,  of  which 
the  one  must  be  true,  the  other  false.  Subsequent  Logicians, 
following  the  Greek  Commentators,  have  multiplied  the 
number  of  modes  ad  infinitum.  Any  adverb  annexed  to  the 
predicate,  "  homo  currit  velociler"  or  even  an  adjective  qualifying 
the  subject,  *'  homo  albtis  currit,''  was  regarded  as  forming  a 
modal.  The  name  rpoiros,  as  applied  both  to  the  modes  of 
propositions  and  to  those  of  syllogisms,  is  not  Aristotelian, 
but  comes  from  the  Greek  Commentators.  (Ammonius,  Schol. 
p.  130.  a.  16.) 

The  pos^ Aristotelian  modes  affect  the  subject  or  the 
predicate  alone,  not  the  relation  between  them.  They  are 
thus  only  pure  propositions  with  complex  terms,  as  is  re- 
marked by  Melanchthon,  Erotemata  Dialeciica,  p.  132,  ed.  1568. 
Aristotle's  modes  affect  the  copula  and  the  manner  of 
thinking,  and  are  psychologically  distinct /orws  of  the  pro- 
position, as  they  are  rightly  treated  by  Kant,  Kritik  der  r.  F. 
p.  71.  But  in  a  logical  point  of  view,  the  distinction  of 
medals  is  unimportant,  as  not  influencing  any  further  process 
of  pure  thinking.  For  this  reason  tliey  are  out  of  place  in  the 
logical  writings  of  Kant  and  his  followers.  See  further. 
Prolegomena  Logica,  note  G.  (2nd  ed.  note  H.) 

'  De  inesse, — roO  vnapxdv.  We  find  two  expressions  in 
Aristotle,  both  of  which  are  sometimes  rendered  by  ''being  iti," 
1.  imdpxfivy  by  which  the  predicate  is  said  to  be  in  the  subject. 
This  is  equivalent  to  KaTrjyoptidOcu,  Tb  A  vrrdpxd  nairrl  t^B=t6 
A  Mtrfyopfirm  kot^  ttayrot  rov  h  ^s  A  inert  omni  U,  2.  tlnn  />. 
ty  whk^  tlio  suhjo:t  i»  *aid  to  be  In  Uhj  prtdicaU,  A  <<my  /> 
^  '^  ^^  =  O'^^  A  at  B.    This  is  exikcti)  ibe  rcvtrsc  of 


<^ ' 


dicit  Praedicatum  inesse,  vel  non  inesse,  subjecto ; 
lit,  Ho7?io  est  animal.  Homo  non  est  lapis.  Mo- 
Idalis,  quae  cum  Modo,  h.  e.  vocabulo  experimente 
quomodo  Praedicatum  insit  subjecto;  ut  Necesse 
'est  hojninem  esse  animal.  Impossibile  est  hominem 
esse  lapidem.  De  Categorica  pura,  et  quidem  sola, 
impraesentiarum  loquor ;  de  ceteris  alibi  dicturus. 

2.  Affirmativa^,  est  cujus  Copula  affirmativaest;Deint.6.i. 
lut.  Homo  est  animal.     Non  progredi  est  regredi. 
\Negativa,  cujus  negat;    ut,  Ho7no  7ion  est  lapis. 
^Nullus  avarns  est  dives.     Vera,  quae  quod  res  est  t^t  L- 
1  dicit;  ut.  Homo  est  animal.    Falsa ^  quae  secus ;  ut,   / 

LcaTTyopfTrat.     The  English  language  is  defective  in  not  having,  ^ 
like  the  Greek  and  Latin,  a  proper  copula  to  express  the  I     ^ 
relation  of  comprehension  as  well  as  that  of  extension.     ThusM  r/yrr^^^ 

Ithe  relation  expressed  by  xmapx^i  and  inest  can  only  be  strictly  ^  .^^,  ,  y^  i  ^  f^ 

'rendered  into  English  by  a  circumlocution,  "A  is  a  quality  " 

belonging  to  B."    With  the  ordinaiy  copula  both  relations  ^    - 
must  be  translated  into  the  language  of  extension  :  t6  a  xmdp-  /.,  J 
X"  TTairrX  rw  B  =  All  B  is  A.  t6  a  €<TTiv  iv  oXo)  r^B  =:  All  A  is  B.      ''  ^ 

I  The  memorable  question  at  issue  between  Reid  and  Gillies, 
(sec  Hamilton  on  Beid,  p.  684.)  turns  on   the  above  dis- 

I  tiuction.     The  former  uses  •*  bemg  in "  as  a  translation  of 

virdpxdv,  the  latter,  of  eV  o\a  eivat. 

^  Kara^ao-ty  fcrnu   dnr6<l>ay(Tis  nvos    Kara   tivo£'      *A7r6(f)aais    iariv 

a7ro0af(n'j  tipos  dno  nvos.  Aristotle  de  Int.  6.  1.  "  Affirmatio  est 
enunciatio  alicujus  de  aliquo.  Negatio  est  enunciatio  alicujus 
ab  aliquo."  Boethius,  do  Int.  p.  332.  Aldrich's  definition  is 
directly  applicable  only  to  propositions  tertii  adjacentis, 

h  Vera — Falsa.  This  is  material,  not  logical  truth  and  false- 
hood, and  admits  of  no  criterion  from  Logic  nor  from  any 
single  science,  but  only  from  the  proper  experience  of  each 
•^•{.^iratc  casic..  But  even  in  this  r&Ution  AKlfich**  definition 
w  not  quit<j  •ociiml^.  Material  truth  «lix*  not  conmi  in  Uio 
co«fonnUy  of  thought  with  Uio  naUaiv  of  thin^  jvr  «•:  ior 
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Homo  est  lapis.    Et  cum  per  hasce  species  bene 
respondeatur  interroganti,  Qualis  est  Propositio? 
(respondent  enim  per  Differentiam  et  Proprium 
quae  in  quale  praedicantur)  dicuntur  h«  du«  divi- 
siones  peti   a    Qualitate  Propositionis.      Prior   a 
Qualitate  Vocis,  sive  Essentiali;  Posterior  a  Qua- 
litate Rei,  sive  Accidentaria. 
An.^^.""     ^-   ^««'«'^'■««^««'>  est  quae  subjicit  terminum  com- 
].  a.        munem   (cum  signo  universalis  omnis,  nullus,  &c. 
adeoque)  pro  universis  suis  significatis  distributive 
sumptum.     Particularis,  quae  terminum   commu- 
nem   (cum  signo  particulari  aliquis,  quidam,  &c. 
adeoque)   ex   parte   tantum   significantem.      Sin- 
gularis,   quae    vocem   (vel   sponte,   vel    ex   signo 
saltern)    Individuam " ;    ut,   Socrates   legit.      Hie 

things  are  known  to  us  only  in  their  relation  to  some  one  or 
other  of  our  faculties.  Material  Truth  consists  rather  in  the 
conformity  of  the  object  as  represented  in  thought  with  the 
object  as  presented  to  the  senses  or  to  some  other  intuitive 
faculty.  Formal  or  Logical  Truth  consists  in  the  conformity 
of  thought  to  its  own  laws;  and  of  this.  Logic  furnishes  an 
adequate  criterion. 

^  Universal  .a^o'Xov.  Particular,  iv  ;x/p«,  or  Karh  ^/po..  Inde- 
finite, ddapc^o,.  An.  Pr.  I.  1.  ^.  Singular,  Kaff  e'.acrro.,  (De 
Int.  7.  1.)  Omnis  is  the  sign  of  an  universal  proposition  onjy 
when  taken  distrihutively,  as,  Omnis  homo  est  animal:  when  taken 
collectively,  as,  Omnes  ApostoU  sunt  duodecim,  the  proposition  is 
singular. 

^  Individual  names  are  distinguished  as  individua  signataA 
expressed  by  a  proper  name,  as  Socrates;  individua  demon-l 
strativa,  by  a  demonstrative  pronoun,  hie  homo ;  individua  vagal 
by  an  mdefinite  pronoun,  aliquis  homo,  quidam  homo:  a  dis-» 
tinction  found  in  the  Greek  commentators,  SchoL  p.  148,  b. 
23.  Cf.  Albert,  de  Praedicab.  Tract.  4.  cap.  7.  Aquinas,  Opusc. 
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homo  est  doctus.  Indejimta\  quae  (terminum  com- 
munem  sine  signo,  et  proinde)  ancipitem:  nam 
manente  formula,  vim  recipit  diversam ;  ut.  Homo 
est  animal,  nempe  omnis :  Homo  est  doctus,  aliquis 
scilicet. 

Petitur  haec  Divisio  a  Quantitate  Propositionis : 
nempe  numero  eorum  pro  quibus  subjectum  sup- 
ponit :  unde  et  per  has  species  bene  respondetur 
interroganti.  Quanta  sit  Propositio?     Hanc  doc- 

xlviii.  de  Int.  cap.  7.  Of  these,  the  two  first  will  clearly  form 
singular  propositions.  With  regard  to  the  last,  it  has  been 
doubted  whether  they  properly  form  singulars  or  particulars. 
Vives  maintains  them  to  be  singulars ;  observing,  that  quidam 
is  not  more  indefinite  than  Socrates  to  one  who  is  not  ac- 
quainted with  the  man.  But  there  is  this  difference.  If 
we  say,  "  quidam  concionatur,"  "  quidam  legit,"  there  is  no 
evidence  that  the  same  person  is  spoken  of  in  the  two  pro- 
positions; while  Socrates,  except  by  a  mere  quibble,  wiU  always 
designate  the  same  person.  There  may  indeed  be  two  persons 
of  the  same  name ;  but  in  this  case  the  name  fails  to  accom- 
plish the  intended  distinction,  and  we  must  specify  Socrates 
the  son  of  Sophroniscus.  Hence  aliquis  and  quidam  are  pro- 
perly called  particulars.     Cf.  Wallis,  Logic,  lib.  2.  cap.  4. 

^  "  The  term  indefinite  ought  to  be  disc£.rded  in  this  relation, 
and  replaced  by  indesignate^  Hamilton  on  Reid,  p.  692. 
This  proposition  has  no  claim  to  a  place  in  Logic,  being  only 
the  negation  of  any  logical  quantity  at  all.  The  true  in- 
definite proposition  is  in  fact  the  particular;  the  statement 
"  some  A  is  B  "  being  applicable  to  an  uncertain  number  of 
instances,  from  the  whole  class  down  to  any  portion  of  it. 
For  this  reason  particular  propositions  were  called  indefinites 
by  Theophrastus.  See  Ammonius  in  de  Int.  f.  63  a.  ed. 
1546.  Alexander  in  Anal  Pr.  f.  26  b.  Cf.  Prantl,  Gesch.  der 
Logik,  I.  p.  356. 
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trinam  Scholastici  hujusmodi  carmine  sunt  com- 
plex! ; 

Quce?     Ca.  vel   Hyp.   Qualis?     Ne.  vel   Aff. 
Quanta?     UnL  Par.  In.  Sing."^ 

§.  3.  Propositio  Singularis  in  Syllogismo  aeque 
potest  Universali".  Nam  Subjectum  ejus  supponit 
pro  omni  suo  significato.  Socrates  est  homo,  Uni- 
versalis est,  quia  omnis  ille  Socrates  tantum  unus 
est.  Indefinitae  quantitas  judicatur  ex  materia 
Propositionis,  sive  habitudine  connexionis  extre- 

^  This,  and  the  greater  part  of  the  scholastic  memorial 
verses,  are  found  for  the  first  time  in  the  SummulcB  Logicales 
of  Petnis  Hispanus,  afterwards  Pope  John  XXI.  who  died  in 
1277.     He  does  not,  however,  profess  to  be  the  author  of 
them ;  indeed  some,  including  the  present,  are  also  noticed 
by  his  contemporary  Aquinas,  as  established  mnemonics.    In 
slight  measure  he  has  been  anticipated  by  the  Greeks.    A 
mnemonic  for  the  opposition  of  modals  is  found  in  the  synopsis 
attributed  to  Psellus,  and  one  for  the  syllogistic  moods  in 
Nicephorus  Blemmidas.    But  the  genuineness  of  that  portion 
of  the  works  of  Aquinas  has  been  questioned,  and  the  treatise 
which  goes  under  the  name  of  Psellus  is  probably  a  transla- 
tion of  the  Summulse  of  Hispanus.     The  latter  work  is  thus 
our  earliest  undoubted  authority  for  these  curious  specimens 
of  scholastic  ingenuity.     See  below,  p.  84.  note  z. 

°  This  is  argued  at  some  length  in  a  thesis  appended  to 
Wallis's  Logic ;  and  is,  to  say  the  least,  by  fai-  the  most  con- 
venient way  of  bringing  singular  propositions  under  the 
existing  rules  of  the  syllogism.  At  the  same  time  it  may  be 
remarked  that  the  employment  of  singulai'  terms  as  predicates 
is  unnatural,  and  the  reasoning,  at  least  in  affirmative  syl- 
logisms, worthless.  See  An.  Pr.  i.  27.  3.  Indeed  it  may  be 
questioned  whether  the  eK^eo-ts  of  Aristotle  (see  below,  p.  61.) 
was  regarded  by  him  as  a  syllogism  at  all.     Cf.  Aquinas, 


morum,  quae  triplex  est;  1.  Necessaria"",  quando 
extrema  essentialiter  conveniunt;  2.  C§ntingens, 
quando  accidentaliter  tantum;  3.  Impossibilis, 
quando  essentialiter  differunt.  ¥miI«  Prt]i«siti# 
Indefinita  pro  Universali  habetur  in  materia  im- 
possibili  et  necessaria;  pro  Particulari  vero,  in 
contingenti. 

Quare,  Quantitas  Propositionis,  quatenus  ad 
Syllogismum  facit,  est  duplex :  Universalis  et 
Particularis.     Et  nota,  quod  Universalis  affirmans 

Opusc.  xlvii.  Zabarella,  de  Quart.  Fig.  cap.  7.  Some 
additional  remarks  will  be  found  in  the  Appendix,  note  E. 

0  Aristotle  does  not  recognise  this  account  of  matter  as 
understood  in  every  pure  proposition,  but  only  as  expressed  in  a 
modal.    (See  above,  p.  46.)    In  the  latter  case  it  is  no  test  of 
quantity,  as  there  are  universal  and  particular  propositions  of 
each  mode.     The  distinction  in  the  text,  however,  seems  to 
have  Heen  early  introduced.    It  is  implied  in  the  commentary 
of  Ammonius  on  de  Int.  7.  (Scholia,  p.  115.  a.  14.)     And 
Petrus  Hispanus  defines  the  three  kinds  of  matter  thus: 
Necessary^  when  the  predicate  is  of  the  essence,  or  a  property : 
contingent,  when  it  is  an  accident  to  the  subject :  impossible, 
when  a  repugnant  quality.     In  this  point  of  view%  the  sup- 
posed criterion  of  quantity  is  inapplicable  to  propositions  in 
which  the   predicate  is  an  inseparable  accident.     But  the 
whole  question  of  matter  is  clearly  extra-logical.     See  Sir 
W.  Hamilton,    Discussions,    p.    148.     The    Logician    cannot 
determine  a  proposition  to  be  necessary  or  contingent,  unless 
stated  as  such.  The  point  must  be  ascertained  from  the  Science 
to  which  the  proposition  materially  belongs.     The  Logician, 
however,  may  use  indefinites  as  particulars,  not  assigning  a 
quantity  from  the  matter,  but  admitting  an  indefinite  premise 
(and  therefore  conclusion)  where  the  rules  of  the  figure  do  not 
require  an  universal.    Hence  the  minor  premise  in  fig.  1 .  may 
be  indefinite,  but  not  the  major.     See  An.  Pr.  i.  4,  9. 
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symbolum  habet  A ;  negans  E :  Particularis  affir- 
mans  symbolum  I ;  negans  O. 

Asserit  A  ;  negat  E :   Universaliter  ambce. 

Asserit  I;  negat  O:  sed  Particulariter  ambo^. 

In  Universali,  signum  affirmans  distribuit  tantum 
Subjectum^:  Negans,  etiam  Praedicatum.  Nam 
ut  verum  sit  Omne  a  est  b,  sufficit  aliquod  b  con- 
venire  omni  a :  sed  falsum  est  nullum  a  esse  b,  si 
vel  aliquod  b  conveniat  alicui  a.  Eodem  argu- 
mento,  ut  sit  verum  Aliquod  a  est  b,  sufficit  si  vel 
aliquod  b  conveniat  alicui  a  :  sed  falsum  est  quod 
aliquod  a  non  est  b,  nisi  illud  a  differat  a  quo  vis  6/ 
Et  proinde 

p  On  these  lines  Wallis  remarks,  -  Nam  tam  erant  soliciti 
de  syllabarum  quantitate,  aut  syntaxeos  ratione,  quam  ut 
Khythmus  constet  aut  6t,o,<yri\evTov.  Alii  tamen,  quo  constet 
versus,  pro  sed  universaliter,  substituunt  vemm  generaliter;  et, 
quo  Syntax!  prospiciatur,  pro  umbo,  neglecto  Rhytbmo,  substi- 
tuunt am^;.^;  respicientes  vocem  subintellectam,  ^ro;>oston.5." 

"  In  opposition  to  this,  the  almost  unanimous  doctrine  of 
former  Logicians,  the  New  Analytic  of  Sir  William  Hamilton 
IS  founded  on  the  principle  that  both  terms  in  every  propo- 
sition have  a  determinate  quantity  always  understood  in 
thought,  and  which  ought  to  be  expressed  in  words.  That  a 
quantified  predicate  must  be  admitted,  in  certain  cases  at 
least,  as  an  addition  to  the  ordinary  logical  forms,  is  un- 
questionable ;  but  its  systematic  introduction  into  the  present 
work  would  not  be  possible  without  a  complete  rewriting  of 
Aldrich's  text.  ^ 

«■  Aldrich  assumes  the  distribution  of  the  predicate  in  a 
negative,  to  prove  the  simple  conversion  of  E.  Those  who 
adopt  Aristotle's  proof  of  the  latter,  (see  below,  p.  61.)  might 
deduce  the  former  from  it.  Both  however  may  fairly  be 
allowed  to  stand  on  their  own  evidence.    .     ,       .     ^ 
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In  particulari,  nullus  terminus  distribuitur,  prseter 
negantis  praedicatum,  quod  semper  distribuitur. 

Quanquam  igitur  fieri  potest,  ut  praedicatum 
distribuatur  in  affirmante,  tamen  non  est  neces- 
sarium ;  sed  per  accidens  fit,  et  viriute  significati, 
non  virtute  signi.  In  statuendis  autem  Proposi- 
tionum  legibus,  spectandum  est  id  tantum,  quod 
structura  postulat,  non  quidquid  sensus  admittit : 
cum  illud  essentiale,  et  perpetuum  sit ;  hoc  muta-  ' 
bile,  et  incertum.  I 

Haec  igitur  regula  generalis  esto,  quod  in  Pro- 
positione  A,  subjectum  tantum  distribuitur ;  in  #, 
tantum  Praedicatum ;  in  I,  neutrum ;  in  E,  utrumque. 

§.  4.   Propositionibus  '    accidunt    Oppositio    et 
Conversio.     Opponi  dicuntur  duae,  quae,  cum  sub- 
jecta  habeant  et  praedicata  omnino  eadem,  Quan- 
titate   tamen,   vel    Qualitate    vocis,   vel    utraquel; 
pugnant.  ' 

Opp«siti«nis' dtctrina  t*ta  c#lligitur  et  dem«n-Deint.7. 

Anal.  Pr. 
TI.  15. 
•  Opposed  Propositions, — dpriKeifievai  irpordcreis,  Arist.  a  term 

sometimes  limited  to  Contradictories. 

^  As  Logic  can  take  no  cognisance  of  understood  matter,  the 

"necessary,  impossible,  and  contingent"  should  be  omitted 

from  the  table  of  Opposition.     It  is  no  part  of  the  province 

of  the  Logician  to  determine  when  a  given   Proposition  is 

materially  true  or  false;    but  only  what  formal  inferences 

may  be  made  upon  the  assumption  of  its  truth  or  falsehood. 

Hence  the  Canons  of  Opposition  should  be  expressed  only  in 

the  hypothetical  form.     They  may  be  briefly  given  thus  : 

1 .  If  A  is  true ;  6  is  false,  E  false,  and  I  true. 

2.  If  A  is  false  ;  O  is  true  ;  E  and  I  unknown. 
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stratur  ex  appokit^  Schemate,  in  quo,  A.  E.  I.  0. 
sunt  quatuor  Propositiones  quantitate  sua  et  quali- 

tate  signatae;  quae 


n.  V.  ^>^vA../  iU:. 

i.  f.  A,  Contrariae  E. 

C.    f.^^fci/trnlUw 


f.  n. 
V.  i. 
f.  c. 


o 


B    - 


A^ 


c^ 


oO 


n.  V. 


* 


H 


'^^ 


^ 


f.  n. 


i.  f.  I.  Subcontrariae  O.  v,   i. 


*•  i,\-^ 


^'Vu^^:/::::jr 


V.  c. 


sunt  v./.  (hoc  est, 
e;^rGP  \e\falsce)  pro 
materia  «.  «.  c. 
(hoc  estyUecessaria, 
impossibili,  contin- 
genie;)  quod  ex 
ipsa  materiae  defi- 
nitione  satis  patet. 
Denecessaria;  quia 
Propositionis  ex- 
tremain  ea  essenti- 
aliter  conveniunt: 
-  de impossibili;  quia 


in  ea  essentialiter  differunt :  de  contingenti ;  quia 
secus  non  esset  materia  contingens.  Inspecto 
igitur  hoc  Schemate  facile  est 

1.  Oppositionis*  species    numerare ;    quae 


sunt 


3.  If  E  is  true ;  I  is  false,  A  false,  and  0  true. 

4.  If  E  is  false ;  I  is  true ;  A  and  0  unknown. 

5.  If  I  is  true ;  E  is  false ;  A  and  0  unknown. 
^  6.  If  I  is  false ;  E  is  true,  0  true,  and  A  false. 

7.  If  0  is  true ;  A  is  false ;  E  and  I  unknown. 

8.  If  O  is  false ;  A  is  true,  I  true,  and  E  false. 

So  that  from  the  truth  of  an  universal,  or  the  falsehood  of  a  par- 
ticular, we  may  infer  the  accidental  quality  of  all  the  opposed 
Propositions ;  but  from  the  falsehood  of  an  universal,  or  truth 
of  a  particular,  we  only  know  the  quality  of  the  Contradictor)'. 
*  Contradictory,  dprt^art/cwy  {dvriKeinevai).  Contrary,  ivavrios. 
Arist.    The  term  Suhcontrary  {xmfvavrlws)  is  not  used  by  Aristotle 
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vulgo  quatuor :  Contradictoria,  Contraria,  Subcon- 
traria,  Subalterna.  ' 

2.  Singularum  deflnitiones  conficere.  V.  g.  Oppo- 
sitio  Contradictoria,  est  inter  (A.  O.  vel  E.  I.  hoc 
est)  duas  Categoricas  quantitate  pariter  et  qualitate 
pugnantes.  Contraria,  inter  (A.  E.  h.  e.)  duas 
universales  qualitate  pugnantes  &c. 

3.  Oppositarum  Canones  quatuor  eruere  et 
demonstrare  hunc  in  modum. 

1.  Contradictoriae  A.  O.  vel  E.  I.  sunt  in  nulla 
materia  simul  verae ;  in  nulla  simul  falsae ;  sed  in 
quacunque  una  vera,  falsa  altera. 

Sed  notandum  est,  ad  Contradictionem  requiri$oph. 
quatuor:  nempe  loqui  de  eodem  1.  eodem  modo.5.5.    ' 
2.  secundum  idem.  3.  ad  idem,  4.  in  eodem  tempore"^; 


to  denote  the  opposition  of  particulars ;  though  he  admits  the 
opposition  itself,  de  Int.  ch.  7.    In  Anal.  Prior,  ii.  15.  he  calls  it 
an  opposition  Karh  ttjv  Xc^ii/,  but  not  kut  dXrjOeiav.     The  term  is 
used  by  the  Greek  commentators,  (Ammonius,  Schol,  p.  116. 
a.  15.)  followed  by  Boethius,  Int.  ad  SylL  p.  564.     Subaltern 
propositions  (v7raXX77Xoi)  are  not  noticed  at  all  by  Aristotle. 
The  laws  of  subaltern  opposition  are  first  given  by  Apuleius, 
De  Dogmate  Platonis,  lib.  3.  though  he  does  not  give  it  a 
name.     He  is  followed  by  Marcianus  Capella.     The  name  is 
given  by  Boethius,  Intr.  ad  SylL  p.  566.  and  in  the  Com- 
mentary on  the  De  Interpretatione.     The  treatise  of  Apuleius, 
if  genuine,  is  a  production  of  the  second  century,  contemporary 
with,  or  a  little  prior  to,  the  works  of  Alexander  of  Aphrodisias. 
The  three  first  kinds  of  opposition  are  called  by  him  Alterutra^ 
Incongrua,  and  Suppares, 

"  Secundum  idem,   ad   idem.     Cf.    Plato,  Rep.   iv.  p.  436.\ 
^rj\ov  oTi  ravTov  rdvavTia  ttouIv  rj  rrd(rx€iv  Kara  ravTOP  ye  Ka\  nphs^ 
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quarum  conditionum   si   defuerit  aliqua,   possunt 

-  Est  et  Non  est  inter  se  bene   convenire.     E.  g. 

1.  Cadaver  hominis  est  et  «o»  est  homo  :  £5^  enim 

homo  mortuus;  Non  est  homo  vivus.     2.  Zoilus^ 

^^^  et  non  est  niger :  £5^  enim  crine  ruber,  niger 

ore.     3.  Socrates'^  est  et  non  est  comatus:  nempe 

est,  ad  Scipionem,  non  est,  ad  Xenophontem  com- 

paratus.     4.  Nestor   est  et   non   est  senex ;    £5^: 

enim,  si  de  tertia  ejus  aetate,  non  est,  si  de  prima 

loqueris. 

2.  Contrariae  A.  E.  in  nulla  simul  ver«;  in 
Contingenti,  simul  falsae;  in  ceteris,  una  vera, 
falsa  altera ;  nempe  in  Necessaria,  vera  A.  falsa' 
E ;  in  Impossibili,  vera  E.  falsa  A. 

3.  Subcontrariae  I.  O.  in  Contingenti,  simul 
verae ;  in  nulla  simul  falsas ;  in  Necessaria,  vera  I. 
falsa  O ;  in  Impossibili,  vera  O.  falsa  I. 

4.  Subalternae  A.  I.  vel  E.  O.  et  simul  verse,  et 

^  Zoilus,  see  Martial,  lib.  xii.  ep.  54. 

Crine  ruber,  niger  ore,  brevis  pede,  lumine  l^sus, 
Kern  magnam  praestas,  Zoile,  si  bonus  es 

'  Aldrich  has  not  before  mentioned  the  opposition  of 
smgulars.  "  Socrates  is  wise,"  "  Socrates  is  not  wise."  These 
are  contradictories;  though  the  definition  does  not  strictly 
include  them,  having  inadvertently  been  worded  solely  with 
reference  to  universals.  But  they  have  the  essential  feature 
of  contradictories,  that  one  is  always  true,  and  the  other  false; 
(de  Int.  7  8.)  and  the  definition  given.  Anal.  Post.  i.  2.6.  will 

include  them  :-W^a..  8i  a^/^e..  ?,  ol.  tar.  ,.ra^,  .aff  alr^.. 

Some  Logicians  call  the  opposition  of  singulars,  secondary  con- 

ZtT\  l""'^T^  ^-  '^''  '^^^'^^  ''^'^  ^^  contradictories. 
See  also  Wallis,  lib.  ii.  cap.  5. 
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simul  falsae,  et  una  vera,  falsa  altera  esse  possunt. 
Nam  in  Necessaria,  simul  verae  sunt  A.  I ;  in 
Impossibili,  simul  verae  E.  O;  in  eadem,  simul 
falsa?,  A.  I.  et  in  Necessaria,  simul  falsse  E.  O; 
in  Contingenti,  (propter  A.  E.  falsas,  I.  O.  veras) 
A.  I.  vel  E.  O.  sunt  una  vera,  falsa  altera. 

Possunt  etiam  aliter  hi  Canones  Oppositarum, 
cum  pluribus  aliis,  tum  hoc  quoque  modo  demon- 
strari. 

1.  Contradictoriae  A.  O.  vel  E.  I.  nee  simul  verce 
nee  simul  falsce  esse  possunt.  Quod  enim  una 
negat,  idem  altera  de  eodem,  secundum  idem, 
affirmat:  Id  vero  fieri  nee  natura  patitur,  nee 
sensus  ipse  communis.     Quare, 

a.  Si  Universalis  vera  sit,  Particularis,  quae  sub 
ea  continetur,  vera  est.     Et 

A  Si  Particularis  falsa  sit.  Universalis,  quae  eam 
continet,  falsa  est:  Quoniam  enim  Subjectum  in 
Universali  distribuitur,  fit,  ut  in  ea,  et  in  Particulari, 
idem,  de  eodem,  secundum  idem,  dicatur:  vere 
igitur  et  falso  simul  dici,  (hoc  est,  affirmari  simul  et 
negari)  nequit. 

2.  Contrariae  A.  E.  non  possunt  esse  simul  verce : 
sed  in  materia  contingenti  sunt  simul  falsce.  Nam 
1^  Exponatur  Universalis  vera;  Ergo  particularis 
vera  per  1.  o;  Ergo  quae  particulari  contradicit 
falsa  per  1.     Sed  haec  est  Expositae  contraria^ 

EayponatuT — exposita,  Aldrich's  use  of  these  terms  in  re- 
lation to  opposition  and  conversion  has  been  censured  by 
Sir  W.  Hamilton,  Lectures  on  Logic,  vol.  I.  p.  263.     Perhaps 
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2\  Exponatur  Universalis  de  materia  contin- 
genti ;  Ergo  et  haec  falsa  est,  et  Particularis  vera, 
vi  materiae  :  Ergo  quae  particulari  contradicit  falsa 
per  1.  Sed  haec  est  Expositae  Universali  con- 
traria. 

3.  Subcontrariae  I.  O.  simul  falsce  esse  non  pos- 
sunt :   sed  simul  verce,  vel  una  vera,  falsa  altera, 
esse  possunt.     Sunt   enim  duae  duarum   Contra- 
riarum  Contradictoriae,  ut  in  Schemate  patet,  cum 
contrariis  decussatim  comparandse.     Quare,  (per 
1.  et  2.)  Subcontrariai  sunt  in  nulla  materia  simul 
fals(B;  quia  contrariae  in  nulla  simul  verce :  Sub- 
contrariae in  contingenti  simul  verse;    quia  Con- 
trariae in  eadem  simul  falsae.     In  Impossibili  vero, 
et  Necessaria,  eadem  utrisque  lex  est,  ut  sit  una 
vera,  falsa  altera. 


however  it  may  be  defended  by  analogy,  if  not  by  actual  pre- 
cedent.    Exponere  is  properly  to  appeal  to  the   senses,  by 
selecting  an  individual  instance.     (See  below,  p.  61.  note  d.) 
It  may  thus  without  any  great  impropriety  of  language  be 
employed,  as  here,  to  denote  the  selection  of  a  single  instance 
to  exhibit  the  working  of  a  rule.     In  this  sense  proponere  is 
used  by  Boethius,  Introductio  ad  Syllogmnos  Categoricos.    The 
use  of  the   corresponding  word   conversa,  as    employed  by 
Aldrich,  is  sanctioned  by  Boethius,  ibid;  and  may  thus  be 
regarded  as  more  accurate  historically,  as  well  as  more  appro- 
priate in  itself.     Many  logicians  however  employ  it  in  an 
opposite  sense.     Thus  the  Oxford  predecessors  of  Aldrich, 
Crakanthorpe,  Sanderson,  and  Wallis,  all  use  conversa  for  the 
proposition  given  to  be  converted,  convertens  for  that  infenctl 
from  it.     Sec  further.  Hamilton,  Lectures  on  Lome,  I.  p.  262. 
II.  p.  256.  ,  ^ 


4.  Subalternae  A.  I.  vel  E.  O.  et  simul  verce,  et 
simul  falsce,  et  una  vera,  falsa  altera  esse  possunt. 
Nam  1  ^  Si  subalternans  (nempe  Universalis)  vera 
sit,  Subalternata  (sive  Particularis)  vera  est  (per  1. 
a.)  2^  Si  Subalternata  falsa.  Ergo  Subalternans 
falsa  (per  1.  0.)  3^  Si  Subalternans  falsa.  Ergo 
quae  illi  contradicit  vera  (per  1.)  Ergo  hujus 
Subcontraria,  quae  est  Expositae  Subalternata,  vera 
vel  falsa  esse  potest  (per  3.)  4^  Si  Subalternata 
vera.  Ergo  quae  illi  contradicit  falsa  (per  1.)  Ergo 
hujus  Contraria,  quae  est  expositae  Subalternans, 
vera  vel  falsa  esse  potest  (per  2.)^ 

§.  5.  CoNVERTi  dicitur  Propositio,  cujus  extrema  An.  Pr.  i. 


2. 


y  On  the  doctrine  of  Opposition  in  general,  it  may  be 
remarked,  1.  That  Subalterns  are  improperly  classed  as 
opposed  propositions,  and  should  be  referred  to  a  separate 
table  as  immediate  inferences.  2.  That  the  Greek  expressions 
•nas — ov  irasy  ovBels — tari  rty,  are  better  adapted  to  signify  the 
relations  both  of  opposition  and  of  immediate  inference  than 
their  English  substitutes  all,  none,  and  some.  Some  men  is 
naturally  understood  as  meaning  more  than  one,  whereas 
not  all  men  includes  one  or  any  number  short  of  the  whole. 
Hence  the  Aristotelian  examples,  nas  avdpanos  XevKus,  ov  nas 
avOpamos  Xcv/cds,  express  a  complete  contradiction  more  accu- 
rately than  all  men  are  whiter  some  men  are  not  white ;  as  the 
latter  admits  of  a  third  possibility,  one  man  is  not  white, 
3;  That  there  may  be  material  as  well  2^.^  formal  consequences 
in  opposition  and  immediate  inference,  as  well  as  in  mediate 
inference.  Thus,  all  men  are  white,  all  men  are  black,  are 
materially,  but  not  formally,  contrary  to  each  other.  A  is 
greater  than  B,  therefore  B  is  less  than  A,  is  a  material  imme- 
diate inference.  The  formal  consequences  alone  come  under 
the  cognisance  of  Logic. 
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transponuntur\     Variis  id  modis  fieri  potest,  sed 
praesertim  duobus':    1.  SimpUciter,   quando   tarn 

*  The  logical,  as  distinguished  from  the  grammatical  pro- 
position,  is   properly   of   the   form    distinguished    as   tertii 
adjacentisy  and  the  copula  is  always  in  tlie  present  tense. 
For  Logic  considers  words  only  as  the  signs  of  thought;  and 
the  copula  indicates  the  present  union  of  two  notions  in  the 
mind  of  the  thinker,  not  the  past  or  future  connection  of 
facts  narrated  or  predicted.     Every  proposition  should  there- 
fore, before  conversion,  be  stated  in  the  form  A  is  B,  which 
by  conversion  becomes  B  is  A,  witli  a  change,  if  necessary, 
in  the  quantity.     To  give  more  minute  directions  would  be 
to  encroach  upon  the  province  of  the  Grammarian :  we  must 
be  guided  by  the  idiom  of  the  language  we  are  using.    In 
Latin,  e.  g.  the  substantive  acquires  an  adjective  power,  and 
the  adjective  a  substantive,  without  change  of  form;    e.g. 
"  nullus  sapiens  est  iracundus,"  «•  nullus  iracundus  est  sa- 
piens."    In  English  we  must  say,  "  No  angry  man  is  wise." 
Rules  on  this  point  are  extra-logical. 

The  directions  of  some  Logicians  as  to  the  conversion  of 
past  and  future  time,  e.  g.  "  nullus  senex  erit  puer,"  are  also, 
logically  speaking,  out  of  place  here,  though  practically  helps 
to  a  begirmer.  For  these  tenses  not  being  logical  copulfe, 
the  sentence  is  not,  as  it  stands,  a  logical  proposition ;  and 
should  be  reduced  to  such,  before  it  comes  into  the  hands  of 
the  converter. 

•  a  Aristotle's  account  of  conversion  differs  somewhat  from 
this.  He  divides  conversion  into  universal  and  particular, 
according  to  the  quantity  of  the  proposition  after  conversion. 
Consequently  E  is  converted  universally,  A  and  I  particularly. 
He  does  not  recognise  any  conversion  of  O.  Simple  con- 
version,  (&jt\^  avriarpoiprj,)  is  mentioned  by  Philoponus,  Scholia, 
p.  148.  b.  21.  Boethius  uses  the  terms  generalis  and  per  ac- 
cidens.  In  the  system  of  Sir  W.  Hamilton,  by  assigning  a 
qutttlily  to  the  pr»dic«t«  of  <^v<*Ty  proiioiitioii.  Uie  vjmou» 
kindA  of  etinverrion  we  reduced  to  that  of  ximple  convcroon 
aloofk. 


quantitas,  quam  utraque  qualitas  servatur.     2.  Per  ^ .  /"-  ^r 
accidens^,     quando    servata    qualitate,    quantitas 
mutatur.       v^Lk^^^ o  ^ r-tr-       u  v  .  -  -.  y  *i,  f^  ^^^^^  l,^^ 

f  Ec  I  Simp  licit  er  convertitur  EvAper  Acci''  et 
conversio  utrobique  illativa  est.    /4  >^/At  « 
Nam  1.  sit  vera  E^  puta  Nullum  A  est  B :  Ergo  ^  U^   ^'  '^ 

^  Per  accidens;  so  called  because  it  is  not  a  conversion 
of  the  universal  per  se,  but  by  reason  of  its  containing  the 
particular.  For  the  proposition  «♦  Some  B  in  A,"  ia  primarily 
the  converse  of  '^  Some  A  is  B,"  Hiondarily  of  "All  A  is  B," 
See  Boethius,  do  Syll.  Cat.  p.  580. 
'^  Asi  0^  per  contra;  sic  Jit  conversio  tola. 
Conversion  by  coi^traDOBition.  which  is  not  employed 
by  Anstotle,  is  given  by  Bocthiutt  in  his  first  book,  D« 
Syllogisffw  Cattujorico.  He  is  followed  by  Potrus  Hispanus, 
who  first  give»  the  mnemonic,  as  ubovc.  It  should  bo  ob- 
served,  tliat  tlic  old  Logician»,  following  Boetlilus,  main- 
tain,  that  in  convomion  by  contraposition,  as  well  as  in  I  J 
the  others,  the  quality  sliould  remain  unchanged.  Con-  ^ 
sequently  the  converse  of  "All  A  i»  B"  is  *' All  not  B  in 
not  A,"  and  of  •'  Some  A  is  not  B."  "  Some  not  B  is  not 
not  A."  It  is  aimplcr,  however,  to  convert  A  into  E  kud  0 
into  I,  (-  No  not  B  is  A;"  •'  Some  not  B  in  A,")  m  in  done  I7 
Wallis  and  Abp.  Whately ;  and  before  Boethiu»  by  Aptilciu«| 
and  Capella,  who  notice  the  conversion,  but  do  not  giv<i  it  a 
name.  The  principle  of  thir;  conversion  may  be  Ibund  in! 
Aristotle,  Top.  ii.  8.  1.  ihougli  be  docs  Dot  employ  it  fori  ^ 
logical  purposes.  *  V" 

■^  Sit  vera  E.  This  is  the  proof  given  bj  Ttitopbrastus 
and  Eudemus.  (Alexander,  Scholia,  p.  148.  b.  29.)  AiistotJo 
proves  it  by  the  method  called  Ztt&^^u^  L  e.  by  the  exkMim 
of  an  individual  tnstiDCO,  (<*n^Va4  e^^jnere  unnti;  whcneo  • 
«^liogi^m  with  singular  promises  18  called  tyUogumiu  expo- 
««<*nw.)  ThiiB.  No  A  i.H  B,  therefore  No  B  id  A*  for  if  not. 
Some  individual  B,  say  C,  is  A.     Then  C  b  both  A  and  B, 
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(cum  uterque  terminus  distribuatur)  quodvis  A 
'  differt  a  quovis  B.  Ergo  vicissim :  Ergo  'Nullum 
B  est  A.  2.  Sit  vera  I :  Ergo  falsa  est  ejus  Con- 
tradictoria  E :  Ergo  et  contradictoriae  simpliciter 
conversa :  Ergo  quae  conversae  contradicit,  (i.  e. 
expositae  simpliciter  conversa,)  est  vera.  3.  Sit 
vera  E.  Ergo  et  ejus  simpliciter  conversa :  Ergo 
et  conversae  subalternata :  quae  est  expositse  con- 
versa per  accidens.  4.  Sit  vera  A ;  Ergo  et  ejus 
subalternata  :  Ergo  et  subalternatse  simpliciter 
conversa :  quae  est  expositae  per  Accidens  ^ 

and  therefore  it  will  not  be  true  that  No  A  is  B ;  which  was 
the  original  proposition.  Aristotle  does  not  assume  the  con- 
version of  I  to  prove  that  of  E,  which  would  be  arguing  in  a 
circle.     For  a  fuller  account,  see  Hamilton  on  Reid,  p.  G96. 

Alexander  himself  offers  a  third  proof  by  syllogism  in  the 
first  figure.  No  A  is  B,  therefore  No  B  is  A ;  for  suppose 
"  Some  B  is  A,"  and  "  No  A  is  B,"  .-.  Some  B  is  not  B. 

Having  proved  the  conversion  of  E,  those  of  A  and  I  ^ill 
follow  from  it.  "  All  A  is  B,  therefore  Some  B  is  A;"  or  else 
No  B  is  A,  and  therefore  (by  conversion)  No  A  is  B  ;  whereas 
we  assumed  All  A  is  B.  And  again,  Some  A  is  B,  therefore 
Some  B  is  A ;  or  else  No  B  is  A,  and  therefore  No  A  is  B. 

For  these  proofs,  the  only  assumption  necessary  is  tlie 
principle  of  contradiction.  But  proof  of  any  kind  is  super- 
fluous. Conversion  and  other  immediate  inferences  are 
necessary  results  of  the  laws  of  thought,  equally  evident 
and  more  direct  than  the  mediate  inferences  by  syllogism. 
Neither  process  is  dependent  on  the  other. 

e  In  Conversion,  as  in  Opposition,  Singular  Propositions 
have  been  neglected  by  Aldrich.  Concerning  these,  the 
following  extract  from  Wallis  may  assist  the  learner.  "  Pro- 
positio  Singularis,  (sive  AflSrmativa  sive  Negativa,)  cum  semper 
Universalis  sit,  observat  leges  aliarum  Universalium.     Puta. 
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Ceterae  Conversiones^,  cum  sint  partim  ambiguse, 
partim  falsae,  partim  ad  praecepta  Syllogismorum 
inutiles,  in  Logica  negliguntur». 

^  Virgilitis  est  Poeta;  ergo  Aliquis  Poeta  est  Virgilius.  Item, 
Virgilim  non  est  Gmcus;  ergo  Nullus  Gracorum  est  Virgilitis. 
Atque  in  aliis  similiter. 

"  Si  autem  Convertendce  propositionis  Prcedicatum  sit  Indivi- 
dmm,  (quodcunque  habuerit  Subjectum,)  Convertentis  Suhjectum 
(quippe  quod  fuerat  ConvertendcB  Pradicatum)  Individuum  erit ; 
propterea  et  Propositio  Convertens  (siqua  sit)  necessario  erit 
Singularis,  adeoque  Universalis:'  See  also  Keid's  Works,  ed. 
Hamilton,  p.  697. 

^  Ccetera  conversiones.     For  the  benefit  of  the  curious,  we 
quote  the  following :  "  Tres  igitur  sunt  famosse  apud  Logicos 
conversionis  species.     Dico  famosae,  quoniam  nonnulli  rao- 
derni  invenerunt  duas  alias  conversionis  species,  quarum  una 
est  conversio  propositionum  nullius  quantitatis,  ut  exclusivse 
et  reduplicativsB.     Nam    sic   convertitur   exclusiva;    tantum 
homo  est  rationalis,  omne  rationale  est  homo :  reduplicativa 
autem  sic  convertitur :  homo  in  quantum  homo  est  rationalis, 
rationale  est  homo  in  quantum  homo.     Item  propositionum 
modalium,  ut  hominem  esse  album  est  possibile,  ergo  pos- 
sibile  est  hominem  esse  album.     Item  alii  imaginati  sunt 
duas  alias  species.     Prima  est  quando  mutatur  qualitas  et 
non  quantitas,  ut  hie ;  omnis  homo  est  animal,  omne  animal 
non  est  homo.     Secunda  est  quando  mutatur  quantitas  et 
qualitas,  ut  hie ;  omnis  homo  est  animal,  aliquod  animal  non 
est  homo.     Verum  quia  hujusmodi  conversiones  non  sunt  in 
usu,  nee  nobis  deserviunt  pro  reductione  syllogismorum,  ideo 
immorabimur  circa  primam  et  secundam  speciem,  tangentes 
breviter  de  tertia,  omnibus  aliis  relictis."    Javellus,  de  Pro- 
positione,  cap.  ii. 

^  Is  the  converse  an  inference  from  the  original  proposition, 
or,  as  Whately  says,  the  same  judgment  in  another  form  ? 
This  was  an  early  point  of  dispute  among  the  Schoolmen. 
See  Albert,  in  Anal.  Pr.  Tract,  i.  cap.  8.     Aristotle  clearly 
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^  considers  it  an  inference;  otherwise  it  would  be  absurd  to 
prove  it.  Reid,  in  his  Account  of  Aristotle's  Logic,  defines  it 
as  an  inference,  and  the  definition  is  accepted  by  his  learned 
Editor.  Kant,  too,  regards  both  conversion  and  opposition  as 
syllogisms  of  the  understanding,  the  new  judgment  being  always 
difi'erent  in  form,  though  not  in  matter,  from  the  old.  As 
regards  conversion  per  accidens,  the  original  proposition  is 
clearly  not  identical  with  the  converse;  as  it  cannot  be 
substituted  for  it,  but  may  be  false,  while  the  converse  is  true. 
But  on  the  new  system  of  Sir  W.  Hamilton,  the  predicate 
being  quantified,  and  the  proposition  reduced  to  an  equation 
between  the  terms,  it  is  better  to  consider  the  converted 
proposition  as  identical  with  the  original. 
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CAP.  III. 


De  Syllogismo  Categorico  ptiro. 

§.  1.  Tertia  pars  Logicae  agit  de  Argumento^j 
sive  Syllogismo,  quod  est   signum   tertise   opera- 
tionis  intellectus ;    nempe    Discursus,   vel  Ratio- 
ci/zm/w  Propositionibus  expressum.  -^  /^ 

Quare,  cum  Discursus^  sit  progressus  mentis  abi 
uno  judicio  ad  aliud,  perspicuum  est  in  eo  requiril 
1.  Aliquid  unde  discursus  ordiatur.     2.  Aliud  quo 
perveniat.    3.  Ea  sic  ab  invicem  pendere,  ut  unum  \  t£<>*-^^^ 
ex  alio,  et  alius  vi  innotescat ;  secus  enim,  unum     ,:^f^'^^^' 
post  aliud  cognoscere,  est  tantum  ssepe  judicare.     ' 

Jam,  ex   quo  aliud   cognoscendum  est,  ipsum  A*gi.  p#tt. 
certe  praecognosci   debet;   et  proinde  quasi  sine^*^'^' 
discursu  notum,  antecedere,  poni,  prcemiiti ;  et  ex 
eo  reliquum  concludi,  colligi,  inferri  et  seqiii  dicitur. 
Est  autem  duplex  consequentia :  ^^-      * 

1.  Matermlis;  quando  ex  Antecedente  Conse-/**. 
quens  infertur,   sola    vi    Terminorum^   qufe    est 


■tf' 


"  Argument  is  not  properly  synonymous  with  syllogism,  but 
with  the  middle  term  only.  See  Hamilton's  Discussions,  p.  149. 
■   1  See  before,  p.  5.  note  k. 

'  The  force  of  the  terms  leads  to  a  conclusion  by  suggesting 
to  the  mind  certain  additional  truths  concerning  the  things 
spoken  of,  which  are  not  given  in  the  premises.  But  this 
additional  knowledge  is  clearly  extralogical.  See  Appendix, 
note  D.  The  matter  of  the  syllogism  is  all  that  is  given  to 
«wd  out  of  the  act  of  reasoning :  the  form  is  what  is  conveyed 
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Argumenti  materia:  ut.  Homo  est  animal     Ergo 
est  vivetis. 

2.  Formalis;  quando  infertur  propter  ipsum 
colligendi  modum,  quae  est  argumenti  forma; 
ut,  B  est  A.  C  est  B.  Ergo  C  est  A.  Mutatis 
terminis  et  servata  eorum  dispositione,  Materialis 
plerumque  fallit,  Formalis  semper  obtinet:  et 
proinde  haec  solum  in  Logica  spectatur,  ilia,  tan- 
quam  mutabilis  et  lubrica,  negligitur. 

Hisce  intellectis,  opinor  satis  constare  quo  sensu 
Top.i.i.2.definiatur  Syllogismus  ;  ^Oratio  in  qua  positis  qui- 

in  and  by  the  ^ct  itself.  The  former  is  expressed  in  the  terms 
of  which  the  reasoning  is  composed,  and  which  vary  in  every 
different  act  of  thought ;  tlie  latter  appears  in  the  relation  in 
which  those  terms  are  thought  to  one  another,  as  constituting 
premises  which  necessitate  a  conclusion.  This  remains  within 
certain  fixed  limits  in  every  different  act  of  thought.  The 
same  principle  of  distinction  may  be  applied  to  discern 
between  the  matter  and  form  of  concepts  and  judgments. 
The  logical  forms  of  the  syllogism  are  exhibited  m  mood  and 
figure,  as  those  of  the  proposition  in  quality  and  quantity. 
Cf.  Burgersdyck.  Inst.  Log.  1.  ii.  c.  6.  "  Foriia  syllogismi  est 
apta  trium  propositionum  dispositio  ad  conclusionem  ex 
prsemissis  necessario  colligendum.  Haec  aptitudo  posita  est 
in  figura  et  modo."  A  distinction  slightly  varying  from  the 
above  will  be  found  in  Crakanthorpe,  Logica,  1.  iii.  c.  13.  and 
another  in  Kant,  Logik,  §.  59.  The  latter  has  been  censured 
by  Krug,  Logik,  §.  72. 

^  Arist.  Anal.  Pr.  i.  1.  6.  2vX\oyicr^s  fie  eW.  \6yos  iv  ^  r.eevrm 
Tiv5>v  €T€p6v  Ti  tS>v  K€ifi€v<ou  c'f  dvdyKr}s  (Tv^/SmWi  r^  ravra  f  ^at.  See 
also  Top.  i.  1.  2.  The  latter  definition  \s  translated  by 
Aulus  Gellius,  xv.  26.  "  Oratio  in  qua,  consensis  quibusdam 
et  concessis,  aliud  quid,  quam  quae  concessa  sunt,  per  ea, 
quae  concessa  sunt,  necessario  conficitur."     The  word  concessis 
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busdam  (atque    concessi§^  necesse  est   aliud  evenire  tt^ ,  ^ 
prceter  et  propter  ea  quce  posita  sunt  atque  con-  ^  -^  /^ 

§.  2.  MuLTiE  sunt  ejus  species  ;  sed  una  tantum 
praesentis   instituti;    nempe    Categoricus  simplex, 
i.e.  qui  constat  tribus  Propositionibus  de  inesse^ 
E  quibus   duae    priores  sunt  Antecedens,   tertia 
Consequens;    quae    extra    Syllogismum    spectata 
(scil.   quamdiu   haeret   in   incerto)    Problema\   etAnai.Pr. 
Qucestio^  dicitur;    in   Syllogismo  autem   (nempe i.' 26.^1.* 
post  fidem  factam)    Conclusio.     Quaestionis   duo  ilI*.  r.""'*' 
sunt  extrema,  Subjectum  et  Praedicatum ;  quorum 
de  Convenientia  vel  Dissidio  inquiritur,  ope  termini 

is  too  limited ;  being  strictly  true  only  of  the  topical  syllogism. 
Cf.  Trendelenburg,  Eleme^ita,  §.  21.     On  the  charge  of  petitio 
principii,  sometimes  brought  against  the  syllogism,  see  Ap- 
pendix, note  E. 
®  i.  e.  pure  Categoricals. 

To  yap  airro  ytWt  Trpo^Xrjfia  Kal  X^fifia  Koi  ofjuAoyrifia  Koi  avfi- 
mpa(rp.a  Koi  d^iu>pxi'  navra  yap  nporda-eis  rfj  <rx€(T€i  ttiv  8ia(f)opau 
h^vra-  TrpoTieefievov  yap  els  del^iv  «y  firj  yvo>pip.ov  irpo^Xrjp.a  KaXclrai, 
Xan^av6p.€vov  Be  els  SXkov  Sfl^ti/  X^fi/xa  Kal  dfioXdyrjfia-  d$ico^a  de 
OTav  aXr)$es  ^  koi  e$  eavrov  yvapifiov,  SeBeiyfxepov  8e  a-VfjLTrepaa-fia, 

Alexander,  Schol.  p.  160,  b.  40.  This  accords  with  the  sense 
ofnpd^Xri^ia  in  Anal.  Pr.  i.  4.  15.  i.  26.  1.  The  dialectical  use 
of.  the  term  in  disputation  is  not  very  different.  Cf.  Topics, 
i.  4.  1,  3.  i.  11.  1.     Schol.  p.  256,  a.  14. 

^  Quastio;  t6  Cvrovfiepov,  Anal.  Post.  ii.  1.  1.  which  term, 
however,  has  a  more  extensive  application  than  is  here 
assigned;  for  two  of  the  Quastiones  Scibiles,  an  sit  and  quid  sit, 
cannot  in  aU  cases  be  determined  syllogistically.  See  An. 
Post.  ii.  3.  and  Appendix,  note  C. 
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alicujus  tertii ;  idque  propter  Caiion^s^seg^entes^ 
in  quibus  vis  omnis  Syllogistica  fiindatur. 

1.    Quae   conveniunt   in   uno  aliquo  eodemque 
tertio,  ea  conveniunt  inter  se. 

^  These  Canons  are  an  attempt  to  reduce  all  the  three 
figures  of  syllogism  directly  to  a  single  principle ;  the  dictum 
de  omni  et  nullo  of  Aristotle,  which  was  universally  adopted 
by  the  scholastic  Logicians,  being  directly  applicable  to  the 
first  figure  only.     This  reduction,  so  long  as  the  predicate 
of  propositions  has  no  expressed  quantity,  is  illegitimate; 
the  terms  not  being  equal,  but  contained  one  within  another, 
as  is  denoted  by  the  names  major  and  minor.     Hence,  as 
applied  to  the  first  figure,  the  word  conveniunt  has  to  express, 
at  one  and  the  same  time,  the  relation  of  a  greater  to  a  less, 
and  of  a  less  to  a  greater, — of  a  predicate  to  a  subject,  and  of 
a  subject  to  a  predicate.     In  the  system  of  Sir  W.  Hamilton, 
by  assigning  a  quantity  to  the  predicate,  the  terms  of  every 
proposition  are  equal  in  extent;    and  the  Canons  become 
legitimate  representatives  of  the  syllogism ;  but  in  this  case 
they  are  only  narrower  statements  of  the  true  syllogistic  laws; 
which  are  given  in  the  Principles  of  Identity  and   Contra- 
diction.    (Every  A  is  A ;  No  A  is  not  A.)     These,  with  the 
Principle  of  Excluded  Middle,  (Every  thing  is  either  A  or 
not  A,)  are  the  highest  and  most  exact  statements  of  the 
Necessary  Laws  of  Thought.     Cf.  Prolegomena  Logica,  p.  223. 
(2nd  ed.  p.  240.) 

Wallis  mentions  the  Canons  as  recent  innovations  in  Logic. 
"  NonnuUi  autem  Logici,  (nostri  seculi  aut  superioris,)  post- 
habita  veterum  probatione  per  Dictum  de  Omni  et  de  Nullo, 
aliud  substituunt  illius  loco  Postulatum ;  nimirum.  Qua  con- 
veniunt in  eodem  tertio  conveniunt  inter  se.  Inst.  Log.  1.  iii.  c.  5. 
Cf.  Bacon.  Nov.  Org.  1.  ii.  aph.  27.  Melanchthon  (Erotemata, 
p.  172,  ed.  1568.)  mentions  them  as  adopted  by  a  sect  of 
Logicians  in  his  day.  The  earliest  writer  in  whom  I  have 
found  them  is  Kodolphus  Agricola,  De  Inv.  Dial.  i.  2.  He 
describes  at  considerable  length  the  office  of  the  middle  term 
as  a  measure  of  equality  or  inequality. 
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I     2.  Quorum  unum  convenit,  alterum  differt  uni 

let  eidem  tertio,  ea  differunt  inter  se.  ^  .    ./    .^ 

6.  «uae  non  conveniunt  m  uno  aliquo  eodemque  ^^^  ,  /  x^  t^ 
tertio,  ea  non  conveniunt  inter  se.  $Qi*s^U  f^^^ 

Sunto  enim  A  et  C,  nee  assignari  possit  ejusmodi  ^^j/s:^^  .^*  ^^ 
tertium.  Ergo  nihil  habent  commune ;    Ergo  non  ^  J^x^  i 
conveniunt  inter  se.  ';>iw^^i>«n  i-%  ^ 

4.  Quorum  neutri  inest  quod  non  sit  in  alio,  ea  ^^-^^'^"^'"\ 
non  differunt  inter  se\  '        ^^-^  "^^^  ^'''^ 

5.  Quae  non  probantur  convenire  in  uno  aliquo  ^'^^^'^  ^^^ 
eodemque  tertio,  ea  non  probantur  convenire  inter^"  CT*  ^^^  ^ 
se.    Dubitari  enim  potest  iitrum  detur  ejusmodi,r*f'^'   ^  ^ 
tertium,  et  dubitatio  ista  non  tollitur.  '  t^  ^  '^  A' 

6.  De   quibus  non   probatur,  convenire  nnum/^C^^c  <^W> 
eidem  alicui   tertio   cui   alterum   difFert,   ea  non  «^^L-?  -  ^^  ' 
probantur  differre  inter  se.     Dubitari  enim  potesty  ^^^-J';-  ^^^^ 
utrum  detur  ejusmodi  tertium,  h.  e.  utrum  alterutri^  '  ^^^'"-^  '' 
insit  quod  non  est  in  reliquo :    et  dubitatio  ista  ^^  '^    .     ^^' 
non  tollitur \  ^^^  /A»r?  A; 

'  The  third  and  fourth  Canons  relate  to  conditions  under 
which  no  syllogism  can  exist.  -  Two  things,  which  have  not 
a  pomt  in  common,  are  totally  distinct."  -  Two  things,  which 
have  not  a  point  of  difference,  are  undistinguishable."  '  But  if 
there  is  no  such  point,  there  is  no  middle  term,  and  therefore 
no  syllogism. 

'  The  fifth  and  sixth  Canons  relate  to  conditions  under 

which  no   syllogism   does  exist.  "If  no   point  has   been 

assigned,  whether  of  agreement  or  difference."    But  if  so, 
there  is  no  syllogism. 

Hence  these  four  cannot  be  called  Canons  of  syllogism. 
They  may  be  useful,  however,  for  examining  the  illogical 
positions  of  an  opponent. 
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§.  3.  Ex  sex  hisce  Principiis  Syllogismi  struc- 
tura  sic  deducitur. 

1.  In  omni  Syllogismo  sunt  ties,  et  tres  tantum, 
termini.  Nam  Syllogismus*  omnis  probat  aliquam 
conclusionem :  Et  in  ilia  sunt  duo  tantum  extrema: 
Et  ilia  neque  convenire,  neque  differre  probatur, 
sine  uno,  unoque  tantum,  tertio. 
Anai.Pr.i.     Jam,  Praedicatum   Quaestionis  dici  solet  majus 

4.8.1.6.1.  .  .  rM    ,  . 

i,6.i.i.b.7.extremum"',  major  terminus ;  Subjectum  Quaestionis, 
xiibH.ft.j. minor :    Terminus    vero    tertius,    cui    quccstionis 
Li^^'.i.exiream    comparantur,    Aristoteli    Argumenium, 
11^  fl  fU         y^^P    Medium^:    Nam    Privdicatum    Quiestionis 

plerumque  amplius  est  Medio ;  hoc  minori. 

'  Aristotle  adopts  aui  in%'<)nK)  mothod ;  .firtft  ettmming  tb» 

airueliire  and  staitiitg  tlio  Uwi;  of  ouch  sepamid  6giir«  of 

^         sjllogiBcn,  in  As.  Pr.  i.  oh.  4,  6,  0.  and  a/t^nrards  «uumcnUing. 

M  the  result  of  the  exuxuinatjon,  tho  graMiral  laws  uppltciblo  to 

^  «11,  in  Ad.  Pr.  i.  SS  sqq.     On  tlie  r09p<«tjv6  merit»  of  tlie  two 

rocthodx,  JH)C  PlBusiu»  OD  An.  Pr.  L  4.  Bcid,  cd.  HumiltOD,  p.  70a 

■  M€^va  cxtrfmwH ;  t4  tUhC/w  Bk^w,  (alio  tA  nfArov,  An.  Pr.  i. 
81.  2.)  ntiraiis;  ri  ajtrrar,  (al»0  r^  forxcn^.  An.  Pr.  ii.  a  $.) 
I'rntiinais,  Iftot,  for  the  >^nou8  neaDlogB  of  which,  m#  WdHi; 
roL  L  p.  870.  Major  tfrm :  pMn^JM :  minor ;  /X^jj^i^  ^,  ^Vn. 
Pr.  i.  5.  7.  The  dciinitioDS  of  tiTe  major  and  minor  ten» 
^rtn  in  (be  ie«t  are  oondcaincd  by  Pacitiz»,  (on  An.  Pr.  1. 7.)  a» 
iDapplloable  to  the  indirect  mood*.  Aristotle  given  a  fKtporvtf 
dcHnidoii  of  the  thr^o  (erma  in  each  figure.  But  tho  indirect 
moods  may»  without  loes»  be  dispMsod  with.  An  aoeo«(Dt 
of  Tariotis  thcciios  of  (be  dktinction  between  ibc  nutjor  aud 
minor  temi  iriU  be  found  in  Sir  W.  liiunilton'a  DioHmom, 
'Zd  Ed.  p.  670.  Aldrich's  pr^tdictUw»  qiut§ii<mi9  correaponds  to 
(he  distinotion  raoinUincd  by  Alexander  and  Averroe». 

•  More  eorrecUy,  ••  Aristoteli  mfdiwn,  Cic^oni  aliisque^i^ 
mfntum"    S<*  Hamilton*  Ditcumtms,  p.  1^0.     The  lM«rett 
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2.  In  omni  Syllogismo  sunt  trcs,et  tres  tantum, Anii.Pr.i. 
propositiones.    Du®  pra?mi88»%  in  qnibus  Medium  ^^ai.^; 
cum  extremis  seorsim  conferatur,  (nempe  A(ajor,\iui^r^ 
in  q««  cum  m^;  Minor,  in  qua  cum  minori;)*/ll?!:^^.^ 
una  Conclusio,  in  qua  extrema  invicem  commit- 

tantur. 

N.B.  1.  Quod  Major  dici  solet  simpliciter  Pro^ 
positio;  Minor,  Asmmpiio^.  2.  Quod  Medium  non 
ingreditur  conclusionem,  alias  idem  per  idem  pro- 
baretur :  adeoque  non  essent  tres  termini. 

3.  Ancipiti  medio  nihil  conlicitur,     Neque  enimAtuJLPr. 
affertur  in  hoc  casu  unnm  aliquod  idemquc  tertium  L^  *^'' 
vel  in  quo  extrema  conveniant,  vel  cui  unum  con-^*i?*^ 
veniat,  alterum  differat, 

4.  Medium  non  distributum*  est  anceps.    EstoA^J-Pr. 

1.24,1. 

Greek  equiralcnt  to  '^iiumenlifm  is  wxant.  which,  howeror, 
w  employed  by  Ari8toae,  is  a  ihatorie*]»  not  a  logical  tenn. 
The  origin  of  Aldrich^s  blunder  it  h  dii&cult  to  coi^jeediMu 

*  lf<Uer  prtTmui  i  wp6t  rf  f"^C^*^  ^kp^  wpiroatt.  Minor 
FTtmim:  4  jrp^  r^  /X/Srrun  &e^  Kp6rQ9ie.  Concitmon:  axyttrt- 
fmpa,  which  also  signifius  minor  iww,  Anal.  IV.  ii.  M.  The 
TTtmiM  i8  not,  pioperiy  spcakinjgr,  called  ^  bj»  Ari&totle.  In 
mch  exprca^ionA  as  «nMov  Urw  ri^v  ^v,  (iViiAl.  Pr.  i,  5,  3,) 
there  is  an  oUipsiB  of  n^t  nW  irtfio^y  and  (he  pbr«M  meant 
stricUy,  that  one  ttrm  is  predicated  mkiwnally  of  the  other» 
!•  e.  of  the  whole  of  (ho  other.  ^ 

^  Aa  by  CScero,  dc  Invent  1. 37.  FortiuiAtianus.  Rhci.  lib.  iL 
CM«iodoru5.  de  Art-  ac  Disc.  ch.  2.  Bocthius,  de  SyU.  Hyp. 
p.  014.  The  teraia  are  of  Rhetorical  origin.  QuintUkn  colU 
the  luajwf  piemiae,  IniUnth;  Inst  Orat  r.  14.  The  condusion 
IS  called  (xmpleiio:  a  term  abo  applied  by  Cicero  to  the 
Dilemma;  de  Inv.  i,  29. 

^  DiuribuUon  h  not  an  Aristotelian  ten»,    it  forms  part  of 
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enim  B  terminus  communis  in  b  et  y3  divisibilis; 
Ergo  b  et  ,8  sunt  opposita :  et  tamen  vere  dicitur 
Aliquod  B  est  b,  et  Aliquod  B  est  /3.  Quare 
aliquod  B  est  Medium  anceps. 

5.  Quare  Medium  in  praemissis  semel  ad  mini- 
mum distribui  debet ;  sufficit  tamen,  si  vel  semel 
distribuatur.  Nam  1,  ad  probandum  A  est  C, 
conveniat  C  alicui  B,  et  A  omni;    Ergo  eidem' 

•^i'^'iUrx^'^"'  ^*    ^^^^  aflfertur  unum  aliquod  idemque 
Tteftium   &c.    2.   ad    probandum    A   non    est   C, 
conveniat  C  alicui  B,  et  A  differat  omni;  Ergo' 
eidem  alicui  B  :  Ergo  affertur  &c. 

6.  Processus  ab  extremo  non  distributo  in 
'praemissis,  ad  idem  distributum  in  conclusione, 
|vitiosus  est.  Nam  ex  aliquo  non  sequitur  omne. 
Esto  enim  verum  quod  aliquod ;  Ergo  potest  esse 
verum  quod  aliquod  non;  (nam  Subcontraria 
possunt  esse  simul  verae ;)  Ergo  de  aliquo  potest 
affirmari  quod  non  de  omni.     Esto  rursus  verum 
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what  the  Schoolmen  call  parva  logicalia;  a  kind  of  appendix 
to  analyses  of  the  Organon  ;  containing  matters,  some  evolved 
from,  though  not  distinctly  treated  of  by  Aristotle,  others  com- 
plete mnovations,  more  properly  belonging  to  Grammar  than 
to  Logic.  The  greater  part  of  these  first  appear  in  Petrus 
Hispanus.     See  Sutnmulce  Logicales,  Tr.  7. 

The  syllogistic  rules  concerning  distribution  are  of  course  " 
implied  in  Aristotle's  account  of  each  figure,  though  not 
enunciated  separately  as  common  to  all.  Thus,  to  say  that 
the  major  premise  in  fig.  1.  must  be  universal,  or  one  premise 
in  fig  2.  negative,  is  equivalent  to  a  rule  for  distributing  the 
middle  term.  The  particular  conclusion  in  fig.  3.  in'  like 
manner  forbids  an  illicit  process  of  the  minor  term. 
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quod  aliquod  non :  Ergo  potest  esse  verum  quod 
aliquod :  Ergo  de  aliquo  potest  negari  quod  non 
de  omni. 

7.  Praemissis  negantibus  nihil  probatur:  Affer-Anai.Pr. 
turenim  tertium  cui  utrumque  extremum  differt  ;^"^^'^' 
non  autem  cui  vel  utrumque  conveniat,  vel  unum 
conveniat,  alterum  differat. 

8.  Si  praemissarum  altera  sit  negativa,  eritetiam  ^^-  tj^^''^ 
Conclusio.    Nam  praemissarum  reliqua  est  afBrma- 
tiva :  Ergo  extremorum  unum  differt  medio,  alte- 
rum  convenit:    Ergo  extrema  differunt  inter  se: 
Ergo  conclusio  est  negativa. 

9.  Contra,  si  Conclusio  sit  negativa,  erit  etiam  Anai.  Pr.      ^ 
altera  praemissarum.    Nam  ex^ema  differunt  inter  ^3'^' 
se:  Ergo  eorum  unum  convenit  medio,  alterum 
differt :  Ergo  praemissarum  altera  afflrmat,  reliqua 
negat. 

10.  Praemissis  particularibus  nihil  probatur.  Nam^naLPr. 
prasmissarum  altera  affirmat :  Ergo  in  ilia  medium  ^  ^^'  ^* 
non  distribuitur :  Ergo  distribui  debet  in  reliqua : 
Ergo  ilia  est  negativa  in  qua  medium  praedicatur  : 
Ergo  conclusio  negativa :  Ergo  praedicatum  ejusi 
distribuitur,  quod  in  praemissis  non  est  distri-i 
butum;  Fuit  eijim  vel  affirmativae  terminus  alter,! 

vel  subjectum  negativae ;  horum  vero  nuUus  distri-^^  ^^*  ' 

•^uitur.  ^^^  ^..JUlca     ^r     - 

11.  Si  praemissarum  altera  particularis  sit,  con-Anai.  Pr. '^^-  A  - 
clusio  quoque  particularis  est.  Sit  enim  1.  Prse--^'^^*^'  i/ 
missarum  altera  particularis  affirmj,tiya;  Ergo  in    X 

ilia  nee  extremum  suum  nee  medium  distribuitur : 
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Ergo  medium  distribuitur  in  reliqua,  quse  etiam 
^  Umyersalis  est,  sitque  1.  Affirmativa :  Ergo  in  ilia 
^  medium  subjicitur,  et  extremum  medio  attributum 
non  distribuitur:  Ergo  neutrum  extremorum  dis- 
tribuitur  in  praemissis:  Ergo  neutrum  in  con- 
clusione:  Ergo  conclusio  particularis  affirmativa 
est.  Sit  2.  Negativa :  Ergo  conclusio  negativa: 
sed  debet  habere  extremum  non  distributum : 
Ergo  particularis  negativa  est.  q 

Sit  2.  Praemissarum  altera  particularis  negativa: 
A  Ergo  Reliqua  Universalis  affirmativa :  Ergo  in  prae- 
missis duo  tantum   termini   distribuuntur :    Ergo 
Conclusio  habet  extremum  non  distributum  :  Ergo 
cum  negativa  sit,  erit  etiam  particularis.     ; 

12.  Quod  si  Conclusio'  particularis  sit,  non 
necesse  est  praemissarum  alteram  particularem 
esse.  Fieri  enim  potest,  ut  instituto  meo  sufficiat 
subalternata,  quando  subalternans  potuit  inferri. 
Et  cum  illae  sint  simul  verae,  liberum  est  utramvis 
inferre.  Quanquam  stricte  loquendo,  Argumentatio 
non  est  accurata ;  nam  Subalternatse  Veritas  non 
immediate  deducitur  ex  praenaissis,  sed  ex  sub- 
alternante. 
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'  This  rule  is  given  by  Aristotle,  not  with  reference  to  the 
subaltern  moods,  but  to  the  third  figure,  in  which  two  uni- 
versal premises  only  warrant  a  particular  conclusion.  An 
inverse  rule  of  inference  holds  with  regard  to  truth  and 
falsehood:  two  true  premises  necessitate  a  true  conclusion; 
but  the  truth  of  the  conclusion  does  not  guarantee  that  of 
the  premises.     Cf.  An.  Pr.  ii.  2.  1. 
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Syllogismi  generales  regulas  complectitur  hoc        "^ 
Tetrastichon ".   ■  vj' 


P 


? 


Distribuas  medium;  nee  quartus  terminus  adsit/Ci/^  ""^  ^  f 


Utraque  nee  praemissa  negans,  nee  particularis.  / 
Sectetur  partem  Conclusio  deteriorem.  ^;<^,  // 
Et jnon^distribuat,  nisi  cum  pragmissa,  negetve.  a 

§.  4.  SuPEREST  per  hasce  regulas  inquirere,  quot 
modis  componi  possunt  tres  Propositiones  de  inesse, 
ut  Syllogismum   conficiant.     Qua  in  inquisitione 
duo  spectanda  sunt. 
'^  1.    Modus  \    sive    legitima    determinatio    Pro- 

'  An  earlier  form  of  this  mnemonic  is  given   in  some 
editions  of  Petrus  Hispanus : 

Partibus  ex  puris  sequitur  nil,  sive  negatis. 

Si  qua  prseit  partis,  sequitur  conclusio  partis. 

Si  qua  negata  prreit,  conclusio  sitque  negata. 

Lex  generalis  erit,  medium  concludere  nescit. 
*  Mood  (rpoTTOff)  is  not  in  this  sense  an  Aristotelian  expres- 
sion, (unless  possibly  in  An.  Pr.  i.  28.  14?);  but  it  is  found 
in  his  Greek  commentators.  See  Alexander,  Schol.  p.  150,  b.  3. 
Aristotle  in  the  same  sense  employs  irrSxrisy  An.  Pr.  i.  26.  I . 
He  does  not  adopt  an  arithmetical  calculation  of  possible 
moods  distinct  from  considerations  of  figure,  but  shews,  in 
each  figure  separately,  what  combinations  of  propositions  are 
admissible,  and  what  not.  It  may  be  observed,  that  the 
earliest  scholastic  Logicians  do  not  consider  Mood  as  com- 
posed of  three  propositions,  but  of  the  two  premises  only. 
Thus  Petrus  Hispanus  defines  *•  ordinatio  duarum  proposi- 
tionum  in  debita  qualitate  et  quantitate;"  so  Aquinas,  in 
Opusc.  xlviii.  de  Syll.  ch.  4.  In  this  case  the  number  of 
possible  moods  is  only  sixteen. 

This  computation  is  preferable  to  Aldrich's,  because  sim- 
pler;   but   neither   has    any   logical   value.      The   legitimate  / 
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positionum    secundum    Quantitatem    et   Qualita- 
tem. 

/      2.  Figura,  sive  legitima  dispositio  Medii  cum 
partibus  Quaestionis. 

Modi  sunt  in  universum  64.  Nam,  ut  supra 
ostensum  est,  ad  Syllogismum  faciunt  Propositiones 
tantum  quatuor  A.  E.  I.  O.  Quare  concipi  potest 
Quadruplex  tantum  Major  in  Syllogismo ;  cuilibet 
vero  Majori  quadruplex  tantum  Minor  adjungi; 
unde  16.  paria  praemissarum  :  et  singulis  prgemissis 
quadruplex  tantum  Concjusio ;  unde  64.  Modi 
Syllogismorum.  \,/   \ 

AAA.  AAE.  AAI.  AAO.  *AEA.  AEE.  AEI. 
AEO.  *AIA.  AIE.  AIL  AID.  *AOA.  AOE.  AOL 
AOO.  \ 

EAA.  EAE.  EAI.  EAO.  *EEA.  EEE.  EEL 
EEO.  *EIA.  EIE.  EII.  EIO.  *EOA.  EOE.  EOI 
EOO.  \ 

lAA.  lAE.  lAI.  lAO.  *IEA.  lEE.  lEI.  lEO. 
*IIA.  HE.  III.  110.  *IOA.  lOE.  lOI.  I00> 

OAA.  OAE.  pAI.  OAO.  *OEA.  OEE.  OEL 
OEO.  *OIA.  OIE.  OIL  010.  *00A.  OOE.  OOL 
000. 

Ex  his  excluduntur  sedecim   per  Regulam  7. 

j  determination  ought  to  be  such  as  the  laws  of  Logic  require; 
not  one  which  arises  from  a  mere  arithmetical  calculation. 
On  logical  grounds,  there  are  eight  valid  combinations  of 
premises ;  viz.  AA.  AE.  AI.  AO.  EA.  EI.  lA.  OA.  The  con- 
clusion, being  determined  by  the  premises,  cannot  properly 
be  reckoned  as  an  independent  element  in  the  combinations. 
Cf.  Fries,  System  der  Logik,  §.57. 
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propter  praemissas  negantes,  viz.  EEA.  EEE.  EEL 
EEO.  *EOA.  EOE.  EOL  EOO.  *OEA.  OEE. 
OEI.  OEO.  *00A.  OOE.  OOL  000.  Duodecim 
per  Reg.  10.  propter  praemissis  particulares,  viz. 
IIA.  HE.  III.  IIO.  *IOA.  lOE.  lOI.  100.  *OIA. 
OIE.  OIL  010.  Duodecim  per  Reg.  8.  quia 
praemissarum  altera  negat,  sed  non  conclusio,  viz. 
AEA.  AEI.  AOA.  AOL  *EAA.  EAI.  EIA.  EIL 
*IEA.  lEI.  *OAA.  OAI.  Octo  per  Reg.  11.  quia 
praemissarum  altera  particularis  est,  sed  non  con- 
clusio,  viz.  AIA.  AIE.  AOE.  *EIE.  *IAA.  lAE. 
*IEE.  *OAE.  Denique  quatuor  per  Reg.  9.  quia 
conclusio  negativa  est  sed  neutra  praemissarum, 
viz.  AAE.  AAO.  AIO.  *IAO. 

Excluduntur  igitur  in  universum  Modi  52  =  16  ■ 
+  12  +  12  +  8  +  4.  e  quibus  multi  contra  plures 
regulas  peccant,  quajnvis  una  tantum  notetur. 

Supersunt  (64*^52  =  )  12  Modi  ad  Syllogismum 
utiles,  viz,  AAA.  AAI.  AEE.  AEO.  AIL  AOO. 
*EAE.  EAO.  EIO.  *IAI.  IEO^  *0A0. 

§.  5.   FiGURiE*    Syllogismorum    sunt    4.    Nam 

"  lEO  has  been  condemned  ever  since  the  days  of  Apuleius, 
as  far  as  the  second  and  third  figures  are  concerned.  It  was 
sometimes  allowed  in  the  first,  as  the  indirect  mood  Frisesmo, 
but  should  not  have  been  retained  by  Aldrich,  who  does  not 
recognise  the  indirect  moods.  With  a  direct  conclusion,  it 
manifestly  produces  an  illicit  process  of  the  major  term. 

'  Figura,  (rxniiara.  An.  Pr.  i.  4. 15.  "Figuras  Syllogismorum, 
quae  dicuntur  (Apuleius  *  formulas '  vocat),  ab  Aristotele  ap- 
pellatas  esse  Jul.  Pacius  putat,  quia  figuris  geometricis  ad- 
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Medium,  quod  cum  utroque  extreme  comparatur, 
vel  1.  subjicitur  majori  et  tribuitur  minori,  et  fit 

scriptis  syllogismi  ab  eo  illustrati  sint.  Equidem  hanc  vocem 
non  tam  a  geometricis  petitam  quam  de  ipso  ordine  termi- 
norum  accipiendam  putaverim,  quem  a-xrjyM  appellari  licebit, 
etiam  si  de  geometricis  figuris  non  cogitetur :  sic  enim  supra 
commemoravimus  ra  axny^ara  r^y  Karrjyopias  (Metaph.  V.  2.  l.), 

TO  (Tx^ita  r^s  tSfOff  (Metaph.  vi.  3.  2.).  ra  (TXTiH^Ta  lijs  Xf^caj 
(Poet.  19.  7.),  (Txrjfid  ri  drjixoKparias  (Polit.  vi.  4.  5.)."  Waltz, 
vol.  i.  p.  384.  On  the  other  hand,  Sir  W.  Hamilton,  in  a 
very  mteresting  paper  in  the  second  edition  of  his  Discussions, 
p.  666.  maintains  the  opinion  of  Pacius,  and  proposes  a  re- 
storation of  the  Aristotelian  diagrams.  This  dissertation 
contains  a  fund  of  valuable  matter  on  the  history  and  phi- 
losophy of  Logic,  which  will  well  repay  a  careful  perusal. 

Aristotle  acknowledges  only  three  figures ;  looking  rather  to 
the  extension  of  the  middle  term,  as  compared  with  the  other 
two,  than  to  its  position  in  the  two  premises.     In  this  point 
of  view  there  are  only  three  figures  possible ;  for  the  relative 
extensions  of  the  major  and  minor  terms  being  given,  the 
middle  can  only  have  three  positions;    between  the  other 
two,  as  in  the   first  figure;    greater  than  both,  as  in  the 
second;  or  less  than  both,  as  in  the  third.     See  Trendelen- 
burg. Elem.  §.  28.  Waitz  on  Anal.  Pr.  i.  23.  7.     The  invention 
of  the  fourth  figure  is  attributed  by  Averroes  (on  Anal.  Pr. 
i.  8.)  to  Galen.     The  latter  may  possibly  have  first  called  the 
five  moods  by  that  name,  but  they  were  known  at  a  much 
earlier  period  as  indirect  moods  of  the  first  figure.     An  in- 
du-ect  mood  is  one  in  which  we  do  not  infer  the  immediate 
conclusion,  but  its  converse.     Consequently,   the  predicate 
of  the  conclusion,  which  in  a  direct  mood  is  the  major  term, 
is  in  an  indirect  one  the  minor.     The  five  indirect  moods 
of  the  first  figure   were   called   Baralip,   Celantes,  Dabitis, 
Fapesmo,  Frisesmo.     The  three  first   are   clearly  Barbara, 
Celarent,  Darii,  with  the  conclusions  converted.     With  regard 
to  the  two  last,  the  process  is  a  little  more  intricate.    They 
have  negative  minor  premises,  and  thus  offend   against  a 
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Jigura  prima;  vel  2.  tribniturutrique,  et  fit  secunda; 
vel  3.  subjicitur  utrique,  et  fit  tertia;  vel  4.  tribuitur 
majori  et  subjicitur  rainori,  et  fit  quarta.  Quae 
omnia  sequenti  Schemate  declarantur. 


Dispositio  trium  terminorum,  scilicet  majoris 
A.  medii  B.  minoris  C.  in  Figura. 


1. 

B.  A. 

C.  B. 
C.  A. 


2. 
A.  B. 
C.  B. 
C.  A. 


,3. 

B.  A. 
B.C. 

C.  A. 


4. 
A.  B: 
B.C. 
C.  A. 


Xz 


(^'^'t<^f<-'- 


r^L  ih^  ,   Ca.\^  U-I<i~i 


Quare    quaelibet    Figura    excludit    adhuc    sex 
modos^     Nempe 
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(^ 


i^ 


w  -^. 
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special  rule  of  the  first  figure;  but  this  is  checked  by  a 
counterbalancing  transgression.  For  by  simply  converting 
0,  we  alter  the  distribution  of  the  terms,  so  as  to  avoid  an.:- 


illicit  process.     Thus, 

All  B  is  A  (fap) 

No  C  is  B         (esm) 

Therefore  Some  A  is  not  C  (o) 

Where  to  infer  "  Some  C  is 
not  A,"  would  involve  an  illicit 
process  of  the  major  term. 


C 
Some  B  is  A      (fris)  i 
No  C  is  B        (esm) 
Therefore  Some  A  is  not  C/o) 

Where  to  infer  "  Some  C  is 
not  A,"  would  involve  an  illicit 
process  of  the  major  term. 


A 


The  invention  of  these  indirect  moods  is  attributed  to 
Theophrastus ;  not,  however,  on  the  authority  of  Apuleius,  as 
asserted  by  M.  St.  Hilaire,  but  on  that  of  Alexander,  Schol. 
P'  153,  a.  47.  But  they  were  clearly  recognised  by  Aristotle ; 
the  last  two  in  Anal.  Pr.  i.  7.  1.  the  first  three  in  Anal.  Pr.  ii. 
1-  2.  The  passage  in  Apuleius  does  not  refer  to  the  indirect, 
but  to  the  indefinite,  syllogism. 

^  Certain  moods,  not  excluded  by  the  general  rules  of 
syllogism,  are  rejected  in  some  one  figure,  by  what  are  called 
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1.  Propter  Medium  non  distributum.  Prima 
duos  I A  I.  OAO.  Secunda  quatuor  AAA.  AAI. 
All.  lAI.     Quarta  duos  All.  AOO. 

2.  Propter  processum  majoris  illicitum.  Prima 
quatuor  AEE.  AEO.  AOO.  lEO.  Secunda  duos 
lEO.  OAO.  Tertia  quatuor  AEE.  AEO.  AOO. 
lEO.     Quarta  duos  lEO.  OAO. 

3.  Propter  processum  minoris  illicitum.  Tertia 
duos  AAA.  EAE.     Quarta  duos  AAA.  EAE. 

Supersunt  Modi  certo  et  necessario  concludentes 
24.  sex  in  qualibet  Figura. 


I. 

bkr 

Omne 

B 

est 

A 

bk 

Omne 

C 

est 

B :  Ergo 

rk 

Omne 

C 

est 

A. 

the  special  rules  of  that  figure.     These  special  rules  are  given 
as  follows  by  Petrus  Hispanus. 

Fig  1    i^*  ^linore  existente  negativa  nihil  sequitur. 
'    '  12.  Majore  existente  particulari  nihil  sequitur. 

(\,  Majore  existente  particulari  nihil  sequitur. 
Fig.  2.  j  2.  Ex  puris  affirmativis  nihil  sequitur. 

^3.  In  secunda  figura  semper  concluditur  negative. 

1 .  Minore  existente  negativa  nihil  sequitur. 
In  tertia  figura  conclusio  debet  esse  particularis. 
These  rules  are  all  to  be  found  in  An.  Pr.  i.  ch.  4,  5,  6.  Of 
the  fourth  figure  three  special  rules  have  been  framed ;  viz. 
1.  "  Quando  major  est  affirmativa,  minor  semper  est  uni- 
versalis." 2.  "  Quando  minor  est  affirmativa,  conclusio  est 
semper  particularis."  3.  "  In  modis  negativis,  majorera 
universalem  esse  oportet." 


Fig.3.{^; 
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/Es  Nullum  A      est      B 

rt  Aliquod  C       est       B:  Ergo 

nO  Aliquod  C  non  est  A. 

bAr  Omne  A       est       B 

Ok  Aliquod  C  non  est  B :  Ergo 

O  Aliquod  C  non  est  A. 

E  Nullum  A      est       B 

A  Omne  C       est       B:  Ergo 

O  Aliquod  C  non  est  A. 

A  Omne  A      est       B 

E  Nullum  C       est       B:  Ergo 

O  Aliquod  C  non  est  A. 


III. 

dAr 

Omne       B       est 

A 

Ap 
tl 

Omne       B       est 
Aliquod    C       est 

C :  Ergo 
A. 

/E/  Nullum    B       est       A 

Ap  Omne       B       est       C:  Ergo 

tOn  Aliquod    C  non  est  A. 

dls  Aliquod    B       est      A 

Am  Omne       B       est       C:  Ergo 

Is  Aliquod    C       est       A. 
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/Er      Nullum    B       est       A 
Is       Aliquod    B       est       C:  Ergo 
On     Aliquod   C  non  est  A. 


IV. 

brAm  Omne       A  est  B 

An  Omne       B  est  C:  Ergo 

tip  Aliquod    C  est  A. 

cAm  Omne       A  est  B 

Ew  Nullum    B  est  C :  Ergo 

Es  Nullum    C  est  A. 
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/rE5      Nullum    A       est       B 

\$       Aliquod    B       est       C:  Ergo 
On      Aliquod    C  non  est   A. 

A        Omne       A       est       B 

E        Nullum    B       est       C:  Ergo 

O        Aliquod    C  non  est  A. 

Barbara^,  Celarent,  Darii,  Ferloque,  prioris  : 
Cesare,  Camestres,  Festino,  Baroko,  secundae : 
Tertia,  Darapti,  Disdmis,  Datisi,  Felapton, 

^  Barbara,  Celarent,  &c.  This  mnemonic  first  appears  in 
the  Suminula  Logicales  of  Petriis  Hispanus,  (see  on  p.  50.) 
But  in  his  version  the  fourth  figure  is  omitted,  and  its  moods 
given  as  indirect  moods  of  fig.  1.  This  earUest  edition  of 
these  celebrated  lines  runs  thus : 

Barbara,  Celarent,  Darii,  Ferio,  Baralipton, 
Celantes,  Dabitis,  Fapesmo,  Frisesomorum, 
Cesare,  Camestres,  Festino,  Baroco,  Darapti, 
Felapton,  Disamis,  Datisi,  Bocardo,  Ferison. 
Several  other  versions  are  found  in  later  writers.     A  Greek 
mnemonic  of  the  same  kind  is  inserted  in  editions  of  the 
Organon  preceding  tliat  of  Pacius.     (See  Buhle's  Aristotle, 
vol.  ii.  p.  628.)     It  runs  thus : 

Fig.  1.  ypdfifiara — typayj/e — ypacpidi — rexviKos. 

Fig.  2.  typa^t — KdT€X€ — p.€Tpiov — axoXov. 

Fig.  3.  airaai—^crOfvapos — l(raKis — <l>€pi(rros — aoTriSt—  ofiaKos. 

This  mnemonic  is  attributed  by  M.  St.  Hilaire  to  Nicephorus 
Blemmidas.  It  is  found,  in  a  more  complete  form,  in  the 
margin  of  the  Augsburg  MS.  of  the  Synopsis  attributed  to 
Psellus,  though  omitted  in  Ehinger's  Edition.  (See  Prantl, 
vol.  ii.  p.  275.)  Sir  W.  Hamilton,  in  a  note  appended  to  the 
second  edition  of  his  Discussiom,  p.  669,  maintains  that  the 
Greek  mnemonic  is  in  all  probability  only  an  imperfect  attempt 
at  conversion  into  Greek  of  the  Latin  memorial  of  Hispanus. 
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Bokardo,  Ferison,  habet :  Quarta  insuper  addit 
Bramantip,  Camenes,  Dimaris,  Fesapo,  Fresison. 
Quinque  Subalterni,  totidem  Generalibus  orti, 
Nomen  habent  nullum,  nee,  si  bene  colligis,  usum. 
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§.  6.  Atque   omnes   quidem   24.  eatenus   con-   '^^     (L  4^.  ' 
cludere,  quod   in   iis   convenientia   vel   dissidium 
extremorum  certo  atque  necessario  colligatur,  ex 
Principio  primo  et  secundo  abunde  constat.    /  ,> ,  Q^^-tr^^f  i 

Quod    aliter  demonstrat   Aristoteles  ad    hunc 
modum. 

Statuit  primo  Theorema,  quod  Scholastici  vocant  AnaLPr.i.  ^'  ^'^'^ 
Dictum  de  Omni  et  Nullo'',  scil.  "Quod  prsedicatur  ^* ^* 

*  Aeyofiev  fie  to  Kara  iravros  Karrfyop^iaOai,  orav  firjBeif  fj  Xa^elvrav  L/  # 

Tov  vwoKUfxcvoVi  Kaff  ov  ddrepov  ov  Xexdrjo-^rai'   koI  to  KQTa  fxrjdevds  f*A^^   ytf-^: 

Q)(ravT(os,  An.  Pr.  i.  1.  8.     The  same  principle  is  implied  in  , J^   f -«tC  Cc*m 
the  first  antipredicamental  rule,  Categ.  3.  1.  oaa  <aro  tov  KaTtj- 

yopovjxevov  Xeyerai  irdirra  Koi  kotci  tov  xmoK€ip.€Vov  pr)6rja€Tai.     Indeed,  "  r  «^«rCvA^'^s^  - 

Aldrich's  version  is  more  nearly  a  translation  of  the  latter  %       1    /t( 
than  of  the  Z)^c«l^?^  properly  so  called.    Cf.  PeU\  Hisp.  Tract,  iv.    '  .  !?      i    ^^ 
"  Dici  de  omni  est,  quando  nihil  est  sumere  sub  subjecto,  de  ^  ^  ^'^rr  Oc. 
quo  non  dicatur  praedicatum."    Dici  de  nuUo  est,  quando  nihil     ■     ^  k^iMJl 
est  sumere  sub  subjecto  a  quo  non  removeatur  prsedicatum." 
y     The  Dictum  de  Omni  et  Nullo  is  most  improperly  called  a 
Theorem.     This  term  in  Aristotle  is  synonymous  with  ^jy-ny/uj,  ^^i^^^^  ^ 


and  means  a  proposition,  the  ti-uth  of  which  is  to  be  inquired 
into,  not  one  laid  down  as  an  axiom.  See  Topics,  i.  11.  1. 
Alexander,  Scholia,  p.  259,  a.  38. 

The  dictum  is  directly  applicable  only  to  the  first  figure, 
which  is  considered  by  Ai-istotle  as  the  type  of  all  syllogisms, 
and  to  which  the  others  have  to  be  reduced,  as  a  necessary 
test  of  their  validity.  In  this  he  is  followed  by  Kant,  hogik, 
§•  69.  Other  Logicians  enunciate  distinct  axioms  for  the 
second  and  third  figures.     This  has  been  done  by  Lambert, 
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'^  Universaliter  de  alio,  (i.  e.  de  termino  distribute,) 
-C  c^-  -^  (^^jjdtl  sive  affirmative,  sive  negative,  praedicatur  similiter 

"  de  omnibus  sub  eo  contentis." 

Neiies  Organon,  part  i.  ch.  4.  §.  232.  but  he  is  far  from  happy 
in  his  enunciation  of  the  dicta.  We  may  state  them  as  follows, 
in  a  somewhat  improved  form. 

Principle  of  second  figure.     Dictum  de  Diverso. 

If  a  certain  attribute  can  be  predicated  (affirmatively  or 
negatively)  of  every  member  of  a  class,  any  subject,  of  which 
it  cannot  be  so  predicated,  does  not  belong  to  the  class. 

Principles  of  third  figure.     I.  Dictum  de  Exemplo. 

If  a  certain  attribute  can  be  affirmed  of  any  portion  of  the 
members  of  a  class,  it  is  not  incompatible  with  the  distinctive 
attributes  of  that  class. 

II.  Dictum  de  Excepto.  If  a  certain  attribute  can  be  denied 
of  any  portion  of  the  members  of  a  class,  it  is  not  inseparable 
from  the  distinctive  attributes  of  that  class. 

The  natural  use  of  the  second  figure,  according  to  Lambert, 
is  for  the  discovery  and  proof  of  the  differences  of  things :  that 
of  the  third,  for  the  discovery  and  proof  of  examples  and 
exceptions. 

Concerning  Lambert's  imaginary  principle  of  the  fourtli 
figure,  see  p.  93,  note  n.  Lambert's  principles  are  criticised 
by  Krug,  Logik,  §.  109.  According  to  Sir  W.  Hamilton, 
{Discussions,  2d  Ed.  p.  666.)  "  it  was  Melanchthon  who  first 
excogitated,  as  he  thought,  the  various  principles  on  which 
proceed  the  various  syUogistic  figures."  The  following  may 
be  gathered  from  his  Erotemata  Dialectices, 

Principle  of  first  figure.  Posito  genere,  necesse  est  speciem 
poni. 

Principle  of  second  figure.  Remoto  genere,  removetur  species. 

Principle  of  third  figure.  Posita  specie,  necesse  est  genus 
poni,  sed  particulariter. 

There  is  a  third  manner  of  treating  the  syllogistic  figures; 
viz.  by  regarding  them  as  all  equally  direct  applications  of 
one  and  the  same  principle.  This  has  been  attempted  bv 
Aldrich  and  others  in  the  Canons;  (see  p.  68.)  but  inaccurately. 
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Admisso  hoc  Theoremate  (quod  axioma  sponte  ^  : .  ^--^ 
perspicuum    est)    constat    una,    modos    quatuor  ^f—AX- 
priores  in  prima  certo  atque  necessario  concludere. 
Nam  eorum  major  ostendit  majus  extremum  prse- 
dicari  de  medio  distributo ;    et  minor,  minus  ex- 
tremum  sub  medio  contineri. 

Quare,  Modi  quatuor  praedicti  nihilo  penitus 
indigent  quo  necessitas  conclusionis  appareat, 
praeter  ea  quae  in  praemissis  posita  sunt ;  et  proinde 
quatuor  illi  sunt  prae  cagteris  evidentes.  Nam 
caeteri  omnes  aliquo  vel  aliquibus  egent,  quae, 
utcunque  per  praemissas  necessaria,  in  Syllogismo 
tamen  non  exprimuntur.  Quare  illos  AristotelesAnai.Pr.i. 
perfectos"",  hos  imperfectos  dicit ;  Scholastici  directos,  ^'  ^' 

The  three  ultimate  Laws  of  Thought  are  the  Principles  of 
Identity,  of  Contradiction,  and  of  Excluded  Middle.  These 
are  directly  applicable  to  all  the  syllogistic  figures  alike. 
Other  general  principles,  but  less  accurate,  have  been  given 
by  the  Port-Royal  Logic,  part  iii.  ch.  10.  by  Buffier,  Pnncipes 
du  Raisonnement,  Let.  vi.  vii.  and  by  Euler,  Lettres  a  une  Prin- 
cesse  d'Allemagne,  p.  ii.  1.  36.  ed.  Cournot.  For  a  criticism  of 
the  Port-Royal  principle,  cf.  Duval-Jouve,  Logique,  p.  306. 

TeXeiovfih  ovv  KaXS)  (rvWoyicTfiov  top  firjbevos  akkov  irpotrdcofievov 
T^aph  Ta  €l\r}fxfi€va  irpos  to  (pavfjmi  to  dvayKoiov,  areX^  Sc  roj/  Trpotr- 
fieo>6i/oi/  ?j  ip6s  f)  7r\€i6vo!>v,  ^  t(TTi  fi€v  dpayKaia  dia  Tap  vTroKfifihcop 
op(oP,  oi  fi^v   ciXvrrrat   dia  TrpoTaaeaiP,   Anal.   Pr.    i.    1.   7.      With 

Aristotle,  the  -dictum  de  omni  et  nullo"is  the  principle  of 
all  syllogism ;  and  the  conversions,  &c.  required  by  the  im- 
perfect syllogisms,  must  be  performed  before  their  conclusions 
ai-e  admitted  as  valid. 

The  direct  and  indirect  syllogisms  of  the  Schoolmen  must" 
not  be  confounded  with  the  perfect  and  imperfect  of  Aristotle. 
An  mdirect  syllogism  is  one  in  which  the  minor  term  is  the 
predicate,  the  major  the  sulject  of  the  conclusion.    See  Aquinas, 
Opusc.  xlviii.  de  Syll.  cap.  8.  Scotus,  super  lib.  I.  Anal.  Prior! 
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et  indirectos  vocant:  quia  per  illos  ad  conclusionem, 
velut  ad  scopum,  recta  itur ;  per  reliquos  eodem 
perveniri  potest,  prius  tamen  alio  deflectendum  est. 
Perfici''  igitur  et  revocari  atque  reduci  dicimus 
indirectos,  cum  per  modum  aliquem  directum 
illationis  suae  vim  demonstrant.  Et  definitur 
Reduction  imperfecti  Modi  in  perfectum  mutatio, 
quo  necessitas  illationis  fiat  ex  inevidenti  evidens. 
Fiet  autem,  quando  evidenter  (h.  e.  in  prima) 
ostenditur  conclusionem  vi  praemissarum  vel  1. 
An. Pr. T.  talem  esse;    vel  2.  aliam  esse  non  posse.     Unde 

7.  3 

Reductio  est  vel  ostensiva  vel  ad  impossibile^. 

Qusest.  xxii.  sqq.  Occam,  Logica,  p.  iii.  cap.  6.  Of  fliese  in- 
direct moods,  five  were  admitted  in  the  first  figure,  two  in 
the  second,  (by  converting  the  conclusions  of  Cesare  and 
Camestres,)  three  in  the  third,  (by  converting  the  conclusions 
of  Darapti,  Disamis,  and  Datisi.)  Cf.  Anal.  Pr.  i.  7.  ii.  I.  Of 
these,  the  five  in  the  first  figure  are  the  most  important,  being 
sometimes  regai^ded  as  a  fourth  figure.  See  p.  77,  note  x. 
The  perfect  and  imperfect  moods  of  Aristotle  are  sometimes 
called  immediate  and  mediate,  Cf.  Aquinas,  Op.  xlviii.  cap.  1. 
Occam,  Log.  p.  iii.  cap.  2.  Boethius  calls  them  indemonstrable 
and  demonstrable, 

*  Perjici, — rikciova-Oaiy  f TrtTf XcTo-^at ;  (reXciwo-ty  OCCUrS  An.  Pr.  i. 
25.  8.)  Reduci,  dmyco-^at,  (never  dndyfaOai:)  ostensively,  deiKUKcis. 

•*  Reductio.  The  value  of  Reduction  in  Logic  will  depend 
on  the  principle  adopted  as  the  basis  of  the  syllogism.  In 
the  systems  of  Aristotle  and  Kant,  whose  principles  are  im- 
mediately applicable  only  to  the  first  figure,  reduction  is 
necessary.  In  the  system  of  Lambert,  in  which  each  figure 
rests  on  a  separate  axiom,  reduction  is  impossible ;  the 
process  being  then  the  destruction  of  one  distinct  reasoning, 
and  the  substitution  of  another.  By  reducing  the  laws  of 
thought  to  their  simplest  form,  in  which  they  are  applicable 
to  all  syllogisms  directly,  reduction  is  superfluous. 

®  Reductio  ad  impossibile.     This  phrase,  though  sanctioned 
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Utriusque  praxin  pro  Modis  nominatis  docent 
ipsa  Modorum  nomina  a  Scholasticis  in  hunc 
finem  conficta.  Nam  in  iis  tres  vocales  sunt 
totidem  propositiones  Syllogismi  sua  quantitate  et 
qualitate  signatae.     Consonae  initiales  B.C^JiF.  /g '"^^ 

notant  modum  primae,  ad  quem  sit  Reductio.  ^^^  {^^^  /  s 
S.  P.  propositionem,  quam  vocalis  proxime  ante-- 
cedens  designat,  esse  in  Reductione  convertendam : 
S  simpliciter;  P  per  accidens.  M  transponendas 
esse  praemissas.  K  reductionem  fieri  per  impos- 
sibile, i.  e.  pro  praemissa,  cujus  symbolo  adhseret, 
sumendam  esse  Conclusionis  contradictoriam  \ 
Quibus   ex  praescripto  factis,  colligitur  in  prima 

by  respectable  authorities,  is  incorrect ;  as  may  be  shewn  by 
substituting  the  definition.  What  is  the  meaning  of  "  the 
change  of  an  imperfect  to  a  perfect  mood  to  the  impossible  ?" 
The  error  has  been  caused  by  the  Aristotelian  expression, 

dnayayrj  eiy  to  dhvvarov;  in   which,   however,   oTrayoyyiy   doeS  not 

mean  reduction.  The  deductio  ad  impossibile,  as  it  is  usually 
rendered,  (abductio  would  perhaps  be  better,)  is  one  species 
of  the  a-vWoyia-fjLos  i^  vTrodea-eas,  (see  Appendix,  note  I,)  the 
object  of  which  is,  to  prove  the  truth  of  a  given  problem,  by 
inferring  a  falsehood  from  the  assumption  of  its  contradictory. 
This  may  be  employed  in  the  reduction  of  syllogisms,  but  it 
IS  also  used  for  other  purposes,  as  by  Geometers,  (Euclid,  i.  7.) 
The  correct  expression  is  therefore  Reductio  per  deductionem  ad 
impossslbile,  or  elliptically,  Reductio  per  impossibile.  The  dnayay^ 
of  An.  Pr.  ii.  25.  will  be  explained  hereafter. 

Any  mood  may  be  reduced  by  the  deductio  ad  impossibile, 
though  in  practice  it  is  usually  confined  to  Baroko  and 
Bokardo. 

^  Whence  the  lines, 

S  vult  simpliciter  verti ;  P  vcro  per  acci : 

M  vult  transponi ;  C  [K]  per  impossibile  duci. 
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conclusio  vel  expositae  eadem,  vel  earn  inferens, 
vel  praemissae  contradictoria,  ut  in  exemplo. 
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•  Archbishop  Whately  gives  an  ostensive  reduction  of 
Baroko  and  Bokardo  to  Ferio  and  Darii,  by  converting  the 
major  premise   by  contraposition.     Logic,  b.  ii.  c.  3.  §.  5. 


§.  7.  Reductionis  ostensivae  validitas  sic  osten- 
ditur.  Ex  praemissis  reducendi,  per  conversionem 
imperatam,  necessario  colliguntur  praemissae  re- 
ducti :  atque  ex  iis,  per  figuram  primam,  conclusio 
reducti :  quae  vel  ipsa  conclusio  reducendi  erit,  vel 
per  illativam  conversionem  fiet. 

Reductionis  per  Impossibile  validitas  sic  osten- 
ditur.  Quoniam  praemissae  ex  hypothesi  sunt 
semper  verae,  ergo  contradictoria  praemissae  nun- 
quam  vera :  ergo  contradictoria  conclusionis  nun- 
quam  vera^:  (nam  has  simul  veras  esse  demon- 
stratur  in  Barbara)  ergo  contradictoria  conclusionis 
semper  falsa :  ergo  conclusio  ipsa  semper  vera. 

[Reducitur  etiam  quilibet  modus  innominis, 
facto  quod  praecipitur,  ad  praemissas  sui  subalter- 
nantis.  Tum  vero  conclusio,  quae  colligetur  in 
prima,  erit  vel  expositae  subalternans,  vel  in  expo- 
sitam  per  accidens  convertetur. 

Reductiones'    (cum    primae    ad    reliquas,   tumAn.  Pr.i. 

45.  1. 

This  had  been  done  before ;  partly  by  Jung,  in  the  Logica 
Hamburgensis,  B.  Til.  ch.  IS.  §.  15.  and  partly  by  Wolf,  PhUo- 
Sophia  Rationalis,  §.  384. 

•"  Since  a  false  conclusion  cannot  be  drawn  without  at  least 
one  false  premise,  see  An.  Pr.  ii.  2.  1.  But  in  the  present 
syllogism,  one  premise  is  given  true,  being  one  of  those  of 
the-  original  syllogism ;  the  other,  therefore,  is  false,  which  is 
the  contradictory  of  the  original  conclusion.  The  syllogism 
ad  impossibile  will  not  always  be  in  Barbara ;  though  it  is  so 
in  the  reduction  of  Baroko  and  Bokardo. 

'  Of  these  reductions,  it  need  only  be  observed,  that  they 
are  only  possible  where  the  same  problem  can  be  proved  in 
hoth  figures ;  hence  only  negative  syllogisms  can  be  reduced 
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earum  ad  se  invicem)  bene  raultas,  quod  et  obviae 
sint^  et  instituto  meo  minus  necessariae,  praeter- 
An.  Pr.  1.  mitto.  lUud  tamen  notatu  dignum  est,  quod 
cum  Darii  ad  Camestres,  et  Ferio  ad  Cesare  redu- 
catur  per  impossibile,  uterque  igitur  ad  Celarent; 
omnisque  adeo  modus  reducitur  ad  duos  universales 
primae.] 


§.  8.  Perspicuum  est  ex  antedictis 

I.  Syllogismos  siraplices,  certo  atque  necessario 
concludentes,  fieri  24  modis  :  6  in  qualibet  figura. 

II.  Et  in  aliquo  istorum  modorum  probari  posse 
conclusionem  quamlibet  de  inesse ;  nempe  A  uno 
modo,  E  quatuor,  I  septem,  O  duodecim^  Et 
rursus ;  in  prima,  conclusionem  quamcunque :  In 
secunda,  omnes  et  solas  negativas :  In  tertia,  omnes 
et  solas  particulares :  In  quarta,  quamlibet  praeter 
A.  De  praemissis  denique,  quod  in  prima  et 
secunda,  major  semper  universalis  est ;  in  prima  et 


An.  Pr.  T. 
26.1. 


An.  Pr.  I. 
4.16. 
An.  Pr.  I. 
5.16. 
An.  Pr.  I. 

6.  ir. 


to  the  second  figure,  and  only  particular  syllogisms  to  the 
third.  Barbara,  Baroko,  and  Bokardo,  cannot  be  ostensively 
reduced  to  any  other  figure,  except  by  the  use  of  conversion 
by  contraposition. 

^  Rejecting  the  fourth  figure  and  the  subaltern  moods,  it 
will  be  better  to  say  with  Aristotle ;  A  is  proved  only  in  one 
figure  and  one  mood,  E  in  two  figures  and  three  moods,  I  in 
two  figures  and  four  moods,  O  in  three  figures  and  six  moods. 
For  this  reason,  A  is  declared  by  Aristotle  to  be  the  most 
difficult  proposition  to  establish,  and  the  easiest  to  overthrow; 
O,  the  reverse.  And  generally,  univcrsals  are  more  easily 
overthrown,  particulars  more  easily  established. 


tertia,  minor  affirmativa:  In  secunda,  praemissarum 
altera    negativa :     aliaque    ejusmodi ;     quae    ipsa 
modorum  nomina  satis  indicant^ 
Atque  hinc  facile  coUigitur,  inspecto  schemateAnai.Pr.i. 

28  1 

modorum,  quali  medio  probanda  sit  quaestio  omnis  i.  32!  10. 
de  inesse.  e.  g.  Quaestio  A  probatur  in  Barbara ; 
medio,  de  quo  praedicatum  quaestionis  universaliter 
affirmatur,  quodque  de  subjecto  quaestionis  afRr- 
matur  itidem  universaliter ;  et  sic  de  caeteris. 

Adverte  tamen  quod  imperite  disputantis  est 
afferre  modum  innominem ;  ponet  enim  in  prae- 
missis plusquam  opus  est  ad  conclusionem.  Quare 
et  innomines  hactenus  sunt  incensi ;  quamvis 
negari  nequeant,  sicubi  per  inscitiam  adhibentur™. 

Adverte  etiam,  quod  figura  quarta  tribus 
caeteris  deterior  est ;  cum  aliis  de  causis,  tum  ex 
hoc  praesertim,  quod  medium  dicat  de  majori, 
hmic  de  minori,  minorem  de  medio,  h.  e.  medium 
nugatorie  de  seipso^ 

'  See  p.  79,  note  y. 

■"  The  invention  of  the  five  anonymous  moods  is  attributed 
by  Apuleius  to  Aristo  of  Alexandria. 

°  This  objection  is  brought  against  Galen  by  Averroes,  on 
Anal.  Post.  I.  8.  It  might  be  better  stated,  majorem  nugatorie 
de  seipso.  Reckoning  backwards  from  the  conclusion,  we  find 
that  the  major  contains  the  minor,  the  minor  the  middle,  the 
middle  the  major ;  so  that,  in  fact,  the  major  contains  itself. 

The  fourth  figure  has  been  defended  by  Lambert,  who 
declares  it  to  be  useful  for  the  discovery  or  exclusion  of  the 
species  of  a  genus.  He  frames  a  principle  for  it,  called  dictum 
de  reciproco.  I.  If  no  M  is  B,  no  B  is  this  or  that  M  (Ca- 
menes).     II.  If  C  is  or  is  not  this  or  that  B,  there  are  B*s 
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Anal.  Pr. 
II.  27.  2 


8. 


II 


^  III.  Syllogismis  etiam  adnumerantur  aliae  argu- 
'  mentorum  species ;  quae  nee  striate  loquendo 
Syllogismi  sunt,  nee  ita  tamen  peccant,  ut  prop- 
terea  mereantur  excludi :  in  quibus  scilicet  reticetur 
argumenti  pars  aliqua,  sed  quam  proclive  est  cogi- 
tatione  substituere. 

1.  Enthymema;  cujus  antecedens  constat  pro- 

Rhet.  i.2.positione  et  judicio;  nam  judicium  est  propositio 

in  mente**;  e.  g.  Homo  est  animal;  ergo  est  vivens. 


which  are  or  are  not  C.  (Bramantip,  Dimaris,  Fesapo,  Fresison.) 
The  principle  is  sufficiently  clumsy ;  the  utility  questionable, 
since  nothing  can  he  established  by  this  process  which  may 
not  be  proved  more  simply  in  other  ways.  It  may  be 
observed  also,  that  the  objection  which  Lambert  urges,  and 
with  reason,  against  the  conversion  of  the  second  and  third 
figures,  viz.  that  by  conversion  we  often  substitute  an  un- 
natural and  indirect  for  a  natural  and  direct  predication,  does 
not  hold  as  regards  the  fourth.  For,  in  the  first  three  moods 
no  conversion  of  premises  is  needed.  By  regarding  the  first 
stated  as  the  minor,  the  second  as  the  major,  we  obtain  a 
much  more  natural  conclusion  in  the  first  figure.  Fesapo 
and  Fresison  establish  exceptions,  and  therefore,  on  Lambert's 
theory,  should  more  naturally  fall  into  the  third  figure.  The 
whole  distinction,  however,  between  natural  and  unnatural 
predication  relates  to  the  matter,  not  to  the  form  of  the 
thought. 

o  Propositio  in  niente,  Aldrich  had  in  his  mind  the  absurd 
etymology  from  eV  dvna,  or  as  Versorius  gives  it,  *'  ab  en  quod 
est  in,  thymos,  quod  est  mens,  et  monos,  quod  est  unum,  quasi 
in  mente  retinens  unam  propositionem."  The  erroneousness 
of  this  etymology  (besides  its  intrinsic  absurdity)  appears 
firom  the  word  cvOvfirffxa  being  found  in  the  Greek  language 
before  it  assumed  a  technical  meaning ;  e.  g.  Soph.  (E.  C.  292, 
1199.     Some  Logicians  attempt  to  distinguish  between  the 


of' . 
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Dicitur  etiam  Aristoteli  Syllogismus  Oratorius ;  et, 
si  integra  ejus  vis  contineatur  in  unica  propositione, 
sententia  Enthymematica ;  utrumque  Quintiliano 
sententia  cum  ratione ;  ut,  Mortalis  cum  sis,  immor- 
tale  ne  geras  odium.  Deest  illi  ad  Syllogismum 
altera  praemissarum ;  utrum  vero  major  an  minor, 
ex  quaestione  dignoscitur. 

2.  Inductio ;  in  qua  ponitur  quantum  opus  est 
de  singulis,  et  deinde  assumitur  de  universis ;  ut. 
Hie  et  ille  et  iste  magnes  trahit  ferrum  ;  ergo  omnis. 
Est  igitur  Enthymema  quoddam ;  nempe  Syllo- 
gismus in  Barbara^  cujus  minor  reticetur. 

3.  Exemplum;    (Aristoteli   Inductio    Oratoria"^) 


Rhet.  IT. 
21.6. 


Anal.  Pr. 
II.  2;j.  2. 


Anal.  Pr. 
II.  24.  1. 
Rhet.  I. 
2.19. 


Logical  and  the  Rhetorical  Enthymeme,  (see  Sanderson,  b.  iii. 
ch.  8.)  The  distinction  is  not  authorized  by  Aristotle,  and  is 
hable  to  the  objection  which  must  always  lie  against  a  wanton 
alteration  of  the  meaning  of  technical  terms.  For  the  Enthy- 
meme of  Aristotle,  see  Appendix,  note  F. 

p  The  supposed  minor  is,  of  course,  "  All  magnets  ai'e  this, 
that,  and  the  other."  In  this  perversion,  Aldrich  has  been 
preceded  by  Zabarella,  De  Meth.  lib.  iii.  cap.  3.  Archbishop 
^\T]ately  departs  still  further  from  Aristotle,  and  makes 
Induction  a  Syllogism  in  Barbara  with  the  major  premise 
suppressed.     Thus : 

"  That  which  belongs  to  this,  that,  and  the  other  magnets, 
belongs  to  all ; 

Attracting  iron  belongs  to  this,  that,  and  the  other ; 

Therefore  it  belongs  to  all." 
So  also  Wolf,  Phil.  Rat.  §.  479.      For  the  real   nature  of 
Logical  Induction,  see  Appendix,  note  G. 

•^  Aldrich  considers  the  Example  as  an  Induction ;  i.  e. 
according  to  his  view,  as  a  Syllogism  in  Barbara  with  the 
minor  premise  suppressed.     The  supposed  minor,  according 
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ubi  quod  ponitur  de  singulari  noto,  assumitur  de 
simili  ignoto :  ut,  Sylla  el  Marius  laceravere  rem- 
publicum;  ergo  Ccesar  et  Pompeius  lacerahunU 
Hujus  etiam  minor  reticetur ;  quapropter  (ut  in 
caeteris)  quaestionem  assumi  dico ;  neque  enim 
colligitur  nisi  ex  posito  et  subintellecto. 

4.  Sorites^;  in  cujus  Antecedente,  ex  ordinata 

to  this  view,  will  be,  •'  Ceesar  and  Pompey  are  Sylla  and 
Marius."  But  the  example  proper  is  not  a  logical  reasoning 
at  all;  being  a  compound  of  an  imperfect,  and  therefore 
illogical,  Induction  and  a  Syllogism.  See  further,  Appendix, 
note  H. 

'  The  Sorites  is  a  series  of  propositions,  in  which  the  pre- 
dicate of  each  is  the  subject  of  the  next;  the  conclusion  being 
formed  of  the  first  subject  and  the  last  predicate.  It  may  be 
expanded  into  a  series  of  syllogisms  in  the  first  figure,  the 
conclusion  of  each  being  the  minor  premise  of  the  next. 
There  will  be  as  many  syllogisms  as  there  are  intermediate 
propositions  between  the  first  premise  and  the  conclusion; 
the  first  being  the  only  minor  premise  stated.  Hence  there 
can  only  be  one  particular  premise  in  a  Sorites,  the  first;  the 
others  being  major  premises  in  the  first  figih-e.  And  the  last 
is  the  only  premise  which  may  be  negative :  for  any  previous 
negative  premise  would  produce  a  negative  conclusion,  which 
could  not  be  used  as  a  minor  premise  in  the  next  syllogism. 

The  Sorites  is  not  recognised  as  a  distinct  kind  of  reason- 
ing by  Aristotle.  Nor  is  there  any  reason  why  it  should  have 
been ;  as  it  is  merely  a  combination  of  ordinary  syllogisms, 
succinctly  expressed.  Its  distinct  exposition  is  attributed  to  the 
Stoics.  But  the  principle,  as  Melanchthon  observes,  is  implied 
in  Categ.  3.  1.  and  the  Sorites  itself  is  alluded  to  in  Anal.  Pr. 
i.  25.  2,  11.  There  is  another  form  of  the  Sorites,  called  the 
regressive  or  Gocletiian,  first  given  by  Goclenius  in  his  Isagoge 
in  Organum  Aristotelis,  1 598,  p.  255.  In  this,  the  subject  of  each 
proposition  is  the  predicate  of  the  next;  the  conclusion  being 


serie  terminorum,  praecedens  quisque  subjicitur 
sequenti,  donee  a  subjecto  qua^stionis  pervenitur 
ad  praedicatum,  v.  g.  Homo  est  animal:  animal  est 
vivens:  vivens  est  substantia;  ergo  Homo  est  sub- 1 
stantia.  In  Sorite  igitur  subaudiuntur  Syllogismi 
quot  sunt  intermediae  propositiones ;  (vel  si  mavis, 
quot  in  antecedente  termini  intermedii ;)  unde  et  a 
cumulo  nomen  habet. 

5.  Soriti  affinis  est  Syllogismus^  cujus  prasmis- 
sarum  altera  est  sententia  Enthymematica*;  ut, 
Nullus  injustus  est  amandus:  Omnis  Tyrannus 
{crudelis^  cum  sit)  est  injustus;  ergo  Nullus  Ty- 
rannus est  amandus.  Qui  quidem  Syllogismus 
peculiare  nomen  non  habet*;     Praemissae  autem 

formed  of  the  last  subject  and  the  first  predicate.  E.  g.  All 
D  is  E,  all  C  is  D,  all  B  is  C,  all  A  is  B ;  therefore  all  A  is  E. 
In  this,  when  expanded,  the  conclusion  of  each  syllogism  is 
the  major  premise  of  the  next.  In  this  Sorites,  only  the  first 
premise  can  be  negative  and  the  last  particular.  This,  as  . 
Krug  has  remarked,  should  really  be  called  the  progressive ; 
the  ordinary  Sorites  the  regressive,  A  much  more  complicated 
theory  of  Sorites  is  given  by  Herbart,  Lehrbuch  zur  Philosophie, 
§.  70.  and  by  Drobisch,  Logik,  §.  81. ;  but  it  is  of  little  logical 
value. 

The  Sorites  must  not  be  confounded  with  the  well-known 
fallacy  of  the  same  name,  attributed  to  Eubulides  of  Miletus, 
and  mentioned  by  Cicero,  De  Divinatione,  ii.  11.  For  the 
hi&tory  of  the  Sorites,  name  and  thing,  see  Sir  W.  Hamilton's 
Lectures  on  Logic j  vol.  i.  p.  375. 

'  On  the  Enthymematic  sentence,  see  Arist.  Khet.  ii.  21.  6. 

*  It  is  sometimes  called  an  epicheirema.  The  w^ord  originally 
was  synonymous  with  Dialectic  Syllogism.  See  Top.  viii.  11, 
12.  Of  this  epicheirema  or  argumentation  the  Khetoricians 
enumerated   various   kinds,   tripartita,  quadiipartita,  quinque- 
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Anal.  Pr. 
1.25.  11. 
I.  28.  6. 


Anal.  Pr. 
1.39. 


Enthymematicae  Antecedens,  Aristoteli  Prosyllo- 
gismtis  est^ 

6.  Hue  denique  revocandum  est  compendium 
illud  disputandi  opponentibus  usitatissimum,  reti- 
cendi  scilicet  conclusionem  ;  cum  sit  ipsa  Quaestio, 
quam  respondens  non  supponitur  ignorare. 

[Admittuntur  denique  in  Scholis  etiam  Syllo- 
gismorum  formulae,  quia  contra  regulas  voce 
tantum,  non  sensu,  peccant,  et  mutata  phrasi  ad 
canonicas  facile  revocantur.  Suntque  nihil  aliud 
quam  Licentiae  quaedam  Syllogisticae,  et  in  accurata 
disputatione  non  videntur  admittendae. 

1.  Quando  pro  termino  repetendo  substituitur 
vox  illi  aequipoUens.  Ut  in  hoc.  Ens  naturale 
constans  corpore  organico  et  anima  rationali  est 
homo:  Socrates  est  ejusmodi:  ergo  est  homo,  et 
similibus.  Potest  enim  Sophista  abuti  ista  libertate 
vel  ad  nugandum  vel  ad  fallendum. 

2.  Quando  fiunt  Syllogismi  ex  obliquis,  qualis 
est,  Omnis  hominis  equus  currit :  Socrates  est  homo; 
ergo  Socratis  equus  currit.  Pro  minori  rectius 
dixeris  Socratis  equus  est  hominis  equus,  alias  con- 

partita,  dc.  See  ad  Heren.  ii.  2.  ii.  19.  Cic.  de  Inv.  i.  37  sqq. 
Quint.  Inst.  v.  13.  Finally,  the  name  Epicheirema  was 
limited  to  the  quadripartite.  Of.  Trendelenburg,  Elem.  §.  33. 
Sch weigh seuser  on  Epictetus  I.  8.  For  some  other  variations 
in  the  use  of  the  name,  see  Krug,  Logik,  §.  113. 

»  Not  exactly.  The  prosyllogism,  or  antecedent  syllogism, 
of  Aristotle,  is  a  syllogism  employed  to  prove  one  of  the 
premises  of  another  syllogism.  It  need  not  be  expressed  in 
a  curtailed  form.  See  Pacius  on  Anal.  Prior,  i.  35.  3.  Biese, 
vol.  i.  p.  157. 


sequentia,  licet  bona,  non  erit  immediata.  Atque 
illo  insuper  laborat  disputatio  omnis  ex  obliquis, 
quod  praeter  necessitatem  aperit  locum  fallaciae. 

3.  Quando  propositio  aliqua  intelligitur  contra 
quam  sonat,  e.  g.  Quod  non  habet  partes  non 
interit  per  dissolutionem  partium:  Anima  humana 
non  habet  partes:  ergo  anima  humana  non  interit 
per  dissolutionem  partium.  Nam  major  sonat  nega- 
tive, intelligitur  vero  affirmate :  puta.  Quod  interit 
&c.  habet  partes.  Vel  etiam  singulae  propositiones 
intelliguntur  affirmate,  ac  si  esset  Syllogismus, 
Omne  expers  est  incorruptibile :  Anima  humana  est 
expers  ;  ergo  anima  humana  est  incorruptibilis. 

Eodem  accenseri  possunt  Syllogismi  quales 
Author  Artis  Cogitandi""  vocat  Complexos,  in  quibus 
etiam  dijudicandis  jactat  se  satis  imperite.  v.  g. 
p.  164.  laudat  hunc  Syllogismum,  Lex  divina  jubet 
Reges  honor ari ;  Ludovicus  XIV  est  Rex;  ergo 
Lex  divina  jubet  Ludovicum  XIV  honorari.  Ubi 
valet  certe  Argumentum ;    Syllogismus  tamen  est 


"  Author  Artis  Cogitandi.  The  work  alluded  to  is  *•  I'Art 
de  penser,"  commonly  called  the  Port-Koyal  Logic.  This 
work  has  been  ascribed  to  various  authors,  but  was  most 
probably  written  by  Amauld,  assisted  by  Nicole :  the  first 
edition  was  published  at  Paris  in  1662.  Aldrich  has  on  more 
than  one  occasion  spoken  too  slightingly  of  this  very  valuable 
work,  the  Logic  par  excellence  of  the  Cartesian  Philosophy. 
For  a  better  estimate  of  its  merits,  the  reader  is  referred  to 
Stewart's  Preliminary  Dissertation  to  the  Encyclopaedia  Bri- 
tannica,  p.  80.  and  to  the  Introduction  to  the  recent  able 
Translation  of  the  Port-Royal  Logic,  by  Mr.  Baynes. 
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falsissimus,  cum  habeat  quinque  terminos.  Nam 
ex  conclusione  patet  quod  major  terminus  est 
jubet  Ludovicum  XIFhonorari,  et  minor  Lex  divina: 
ergo  minor  Propositio  Lex  divina  jubet  Reges 
konorari:  ergo  Medius  terminus  jubet  Reges  kono- 
rari:  ergo  Major  Propositio  debuit  esse.  Quod 
jubet  Reges  honor  art,  jubet  Ludovicum  XIV  hono- 
rari;  et  tum  valeret  Syllogismus;  nee  redun- 
darent  duo  termini,  qui  in  secunda  propositione 
jam  redundant. 

P.  166.  Syllogismum  hunc  improbat^  Debemus 
credere  Scripturce:  Traditio  non  est  Scriptura:  ergo 
non  debemus  credere  Traditioni ;  quia  eum  scil. 
imperite  reducit  ad  primam,  cum  tamen  Syllo- 
gismus apertissime  hoc  dicat  in  secunda,  Objectum 
Jidei  divince  est  Scriptura :  Traditio  non  est  Scrip- 
tura ;  ergo  Traditio  non  est  Objectum  Jidei  divince. 

Ibidem  imperite  autumat  Syllogismum  sequen- 
tem,  in  quo  omnes  propositiones  videntur  affir- 
mativae,  esse  in  secunda  ;  salvari  vero,  quia  minor 
sensu  exclusiva,  negativam  in  se  contineat.  Quod 
si  ipsos  Syllogismi  terminos  rite  dignoscere  potu- 
isset,  vidisset  sane  Syllogismum  esse  in  Barbara 
transpositis  praemissis,  v.  g.  Bonus  Pastor  estparatus 

animam  ponere  pro  ovibus ;  Pauci  hoc  sceculo  sunt 

» 

"  Syllogismum  hum  improhat.  In  this  instance,  it  is  scai'cely 
necessary  to  observe  that  the  Port-Royal  Logicians  are  right, 
and  Aldrich  is  wrong.  The  premise  does  not  state  that 
nothing  hut  Scripture  is  to  be  believed  ;  and  therefore  the  con- 
clusion drawn  is  illogical. 
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parati  &c.  ergo  Pauci  hoc  sceculo  sunt  Boni  Pas- 
tores.  Hujus  conclusio  perspicue  dicit  (non  de 
paucis,  quod  sunt  Boni  Pastores,  sed)  de  Bonis 
Pastoribus,  quod  sunt  hoc  saeculo  pauci.  Quare 
Major  terminus  est  hoc  sceculo  pauci,  et  Minor 
Boni  Pastores.  Ergo  Minor  Propositio,  Boni 
Pastores  sunt  parati  &c.  et  Medius  terminus, 
parati  animam  ponere  pro  ovibus.  Syllogismus  vero 
hie  est.  Qui  parati  sunt  animam  ponere  pro  ovibus 
sunt  hoc  sceculo  pauci :  Qui  sunt  Boni  Pastores  sunt 
parati  animam  ponere  pro  ovibus :  ergo  qui  sunt 
Boni  Pastores  sunt  hoc  sceculo  pauci^. 

Haec  dixisse  erat  operae  pretium,  nequis  temere 
repudiaret  eos  qui,  si  non  videntur,  sunt  tamen 
revera  Syllogismi.] 

^  Hoc scBculo pauci.  Aldrich 's solution  is  untenable.  "Few" 
is  not  predicated  distnbutively,  but  collectively.  From  *•  wise 
men  are  few,"  we  cannot  infer,  "  Socrates  is  few."  The 
syllogism,  therefore,  as  stated  by  Aldrich^  becomes  a  fallacy  of 
division ;  though,  when  tested  by  common  sense,  it  is  un- 
questionably valid.  The  Port-Royal  Logicians  substitute  for 
the  minor  premise,  Multi  Pastores  hoc  saculo  non  sunt  parati^ 
&c.  which  is  perhaps  the  most  satisfactory  way  of  treating  the 
proposition,  regarded  as  a  single  statement.  But  in  fact  it 
contains  two  distinct  assertions;  1st,  that  some  men  are 
prepared;  2dly,  that  most  men  are  not.  The  reasoning 
should  thus  be  resolved  into  two  distinct  syllogisms.  See 
Kant,  Logik,  §.  31. 


102 


ARTIS  LOGICiK 


' 


CAP.  IV. 
De  Syllogismis  Hypotheticis*. 

§.  1.  Syllogismus  Hypotheticus,  est  in  quo  una, 
duae,  vel  tres  propositiones  hypotheticae.  v.  g.  Si 
sapit,  est  beatus :  Sapit ;  ergo  est  beatus.  Vel,  Qui 
sapit  est  beatus :  Si  est  Philosophus,  sapit ;  ergo  Si 
est  Philosophus,  est  beatus.  Vel,  Si  sapit,  est  beatus: 
Si  est  Philosophus,  sapit ;  ergo  Si  est  Philosophus, 
est  beatus.  Nos  de  eo  tantum  loqui  instituimus 
qui  est  caeteris  usitatior,  in  quo  ncnipe  Major 
Hypothetica*". 

*  Hypothetical  syllogisms,  in  the  pr^ent  »6n»6  of  the  t«nii^ 
are  not  treated  of  by  Aristotle.  An  expoftitiOD  of  tbeoi  ««$ 
first  sketched  out  by  TheoplirastOS»  uhioh  was  4kft«qrwMrd8 
further  developed  by  Eudemus  «ud  ili<^  Stok^*  Nono  of  thi^e 
works,  however,  have  come  dovn  to  U8«  A  fyv  noticcii  mny 
be  gathered  from  the  Greek  commontAtors ;  but  our  priDcipal 
extant  authority  on  the  subject  i*  no>cthiufi.  Of  IIms  cr^JOU»* 
yuT^oi  i^  viro3€<T(a>s  of  Aristotle,  which  l*acius  Has  coxifoundied, 
and  M.  St.  Hilaire  attempts  to  idi^ntif}',  irith  the  hypothetkals 
of  Theophrastus,  some  accoimt  Trill  be  given  in  Uus  Appendix, 
note  I.  In  the  Prolegomena  Ijogicu^  1  liiii'«  given  n  Ibeory 
of  hypotheticals  different  from  that  commonly  aJoptod  by 
Logicians.  But  that  theory,  tboygh  I  bellevo  U  to  bo  mord 
accurate  than  that  of  Aldricli.  dtfl!ur^  too  widely  from  Lid 
text  to  be  admissible  here.  I  hare  tlicrclbro  tnuiafcrrxfd  it 
to  the  Appendix,  note  I. 

^  This  is  the  only  kind  of  hypo4lie4k*l  ayllogisitl  &n  vhlch 
the  conclusion  is  categorical.  If  (he  minor  premise»  or  both 
premises,  are  hypothetical,  tho  conclnsion  is  90  too.  A 
syllof^icm  with  nil  three  propoxitionx  hypotho-ticJil  vus  oalM 
b}'  ThtHiphnyitii».  V  j9Uv  «vo^TUDir,  (8<lioliiu  p.  179.  m.  !(•.) 
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Propositio  Hypothetica  late  sumta  definitur,  Plures 
Categoricae  per  conjunctionem  aliquam  unitae,  et 
conjunctio  vocatur  Copula;  estque  Conditionalis, 
Disjunctiva,  Causalis'' &c,  ut  apud  Grammaticos; 
unde  totidem  Hypotheticarum  species,  suis  copulis 
cognomines.  Sed  ad  Syllogismum  non  faciunt, 
Praeter  Conditionalem,  et  Disjunctivam^ ;  quarum 
exempla.  Si  sapit  est  beatus.     Vel  dies  est  vel  nox. 

Conditionalis  habit  vim  illativam.  Unde  Con- 
ditio ipsa,  sive  pars  prior,  quae  est  instar  iiiferentis, 
Antecedem  did  solct ;  Assertio,  sive  (>ars  posterior, 
qQie  rationem  habct  illatu;,  Comequen$;  partiumque 
inter  se  connexio.  Consequential. 

*  Caiualii,  c.  g.  "  BmuI06  A  id  B,  C  i»  D.''  Thtfi  is»  oT 
coiurso,  only  a  hy{>othetica]  in  (ho  loose  setiBo  of  Uic  above 
d^floHlod.  In  the  name  90D8e  wero  adniitttid  temporal  hypo- 
thoUwJ*,  *•  When  A  is  D,  C  l9  D  f  (oatU,  -  WImito  A  ir  B, 
C  is  D,-  ite.  S:c»  The  cnuMkl  liypoihetical  propoBitioa  i»  rcallj 
%  curiaylled  hypotlt^ticnl  «>'no^i);in.  **  Beeause  A  U  B»  0  is  D,'* 
is  equivalent  to  *•  IT  A  U  b/c  U  D,  eiwl  A  is  B."  CL  Hoff. 
bftucr.  Lo^k,  {,  t2$0, 

*  Notliing  «an  bo  more  duuiity  than  the  omplo^iiient  of  the 
word  conditional  in  a  spedfic  senso.  while  its  Grock  oqnivalont, 
kifp&tkttkal,  iR  Mnad  geiMirioAlly.  In  Bocthius,  both  tonmg  are 
pvoperiy  used  09  9ynoDyinous  and  generic ;  Uie  two  9pociee 
beiDig  culled  conjtoicrm,  cof{functi,  or  connexi,  and  ditjiiMCiiti, 
or  di^neii,  8<^  Do^thii  Opera,  p.  010.  Haixiiltoii*si  Dueu$$im$, 
p.  lOO.  l*ho  nomcocUture  of  BooiUiutt  in  followed  by  RAroue. 
With  Tefibtrenco  to  modem  usi^^  however,  it  will  bo  better 
to  conifact  the  Greek  word  tlian  to  extend  the  Latin  onou 
fifpothMkal,  in  the  following  DOCed,  will  be  used  m»  synony- 
mous with  conditio.iML 

*  It  has  been  queaitloncd  whothnr  Ilypoth<itical  SyllogiKmn 
mn  bt?  roduood  to  Categorical.    This  qacxtioii  must  not  hit 
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Conditionalis  cujusque  sententia  est,  quod,  data 
Conditione,  datur  Assertio ;  quod  bifariam  explicari 


confounded  with  the  inquiry,  whether  the  hypothetical  pro- 
position is  formally  the  same  with  the  categorical.  The  latter 
is  answered  by  Kant  in  the  negative,  but  that  decision  does 
not  affect  the  present  question.  The  reduction  of  hypothetical 
syllogisms  must  be  governed  by  the  same  rules  as  that  of 
categoricals ;  and  in  the  latter  case,  it  is  allowable  to  substitute 
for  a  given  proposition  another  which,  though  not  identical,  is 
implied  by  it.  For  instance,  a  particular  proposition  may  be 
employed  in  the  place  of  an  uniTersal.  So  in  hypotbeUiCiib, 
if  the  new  propositions  contain  t]i6  Mmo  tcmm,  aiid  on: 
immediately  deducible  from  the  origioal  0»«,  tbc  reduction 
is  legitimate.  This  will  generally  be  tbo  cwks  when  the 
hypothetical  proposition  has  but  three  terms;  both  duude» 
having  the  same  subject  or  the  s*mc  prrdicate.  The  followlftg 
instances  may  thus  be  reduced : — 

I.  If  AUAisB,  AllAisC/ 
But  All  A  is  B ; 
.'.  All  A  is  C. 

II.  n  All  A  is  B,  AUG  is  B. 
But  All  A  is  B  ; 
.-.  All  C  is  B. 

These  syllogisms,  indeed,  were  «dmiited  by  the  Romillt» 
the  great  advocates  of  hypothetical,  to  be  CAtegoriod.  B«t 
where  the  hypothetical  has  four  terms,  a«,  "  If  A  is  B,  C  is 
D,"  this  mode  of  reduction  is  not  proeliciiblo ;  yet  etto  m 
this  case  a  categorical  syllogism  may  be  construeled»  «tioee 
propositions,  though  expressed  in  diffcrMit  temiH,  are  implied 
in  those  of  the  original  syllogism.     TbuB: 

Constructive.  DeslructlTe. 

Every  case  of  A  being  B,  is  a    Every  CMe  of  A  being  B.  i8  a 


All  B  Is  a 
All  A  is  B; 
.-.  All  A  is  C. 
All  A  is  B, 
AllCbA; 
.-.  All  C  is  n. 


case  of  C  being  D. 
This  is  a  case  of  A  being  B. 
.*.  This  \%  A  cose  of  C  being  D. 


case  of  C  being  D« 
Thiss  \%  not  s  cose  of  C  being  D- 
.'. 'niiftisnotscaseof  A  beingB. 


The  nbuYe  directions  are  all  that  can  be  given  on  the  ordioftn* 


potest.  1.  Si  detur  Conditio,  danda  est  Assertio ; 
unde  Regula  prima:  Posita  Antecedente,  recte 
ponitur  Consequens.  2.  Si  daretur  Conditio, 
danda  esset  ksserixo;  unde  Regula  secunda  :  Sublata 
Consequente,  recte  tollitur  Antecedens. 

Porro  hoc  unum  statuit,  Antecedente  vera,  veram 
esse  Consequentem ;  non  autem  ambas  esse  simul 
veras,  aut  simul  falsas,  aut  una  vera,  falsam  alteram : 
per  illam  igitur,  sublata  Antecedente,  poni  vel  tolli 
potest  Consequens ;  aut  posita  Consequente,  poni 
vel  tolli  Antece<Jens,  Unde  Regula  terda:  Sublata 
Antecedente,  vel  Posita  Consoquente,  nihil  ccrto 
coHigitur'. 

Conditionalis  igitur  Syllogi&mi  du»  sunt,  ncc 
plures,  formulse» 

I.  Quae  vocatur  Constructiva. 
Si      a  D.   turn      K.  A. 
Scd    C.  D.   ergo      K.  A. 

Uwof7  of  hypothetical^.  The  firet  nictljod  of  roduetlou  is 
coly  approximately  true;  and  turious  ingenious  oxamplea 
hsto  been  framed  bj  Ixtpficians,  to  which  it  is  innfiplicable. 
Soe  Kriig,  §,  83.  Fries,  §.  62.  Tbc  truth  is.  that  the  sjocullcd 
^TP^^^tical  propoaitton  is  really  the  «tatMiifeDt  of  a  consc- 
queucc,  which  U  Bometiniecs  formal,  sometimes  material ;  and 
in  Uie  latter  case,  the  oondequenoe  is  extralogical»  and  cannoi 
b©  rtdduccd  to  any  logi<ul  form,  without  Additional  adsump» 
tiott»  derived  from  the  matter  treated  of.  Sec  below.  Appendix, 
»otcI. 

^  By  adapting  the  ftbore  modes  of  reduction  it  may  easily, 
l>e  aeeo,  that  the  violation  of  this  third  rule  is  eqaivulent.  im 
the  caae  oi  denying  the  antoccxlont,  to  an  illkit  proceaa  of 
thr  major  term ;  in  tliat  of  affirming  the  consnquent,  to  an 
iindistrtbutod  middle. 
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II.  Quae  dicitur  Destructwa^. 

Si  C.  D.      turn      K.  A. 

Sed  non  K.  A.  ergo  non  C.  D. 

§.  2.  QuiE  de  Conditionali  dicta  sunt,  Disjufictivce 
satis  cavent.  Ejus  enim  in  Syllogismo  positae 
sententia  conditionaliter  efferri  semper  potest\ 

«  The  destructive  syllogism  is  naturally  reduced  to  the 
second  figure  in  the  categorical  form,  and  cannot  in  most 
cases  be  brought  to  the  first  without  considerable  awkward- 
ness. This  may  be  avoided  by  converting  the  hypothetical 
before  reduction.  A  hypothetical  proposition  is  converted  by 
Contraposition;  thus,  "  If  A  is  B,  C  is  D,"  to,  "  If  C  is  not  D, 
A  is  not  B."  The  syllogism  may  then  be  treated  as  a  con- 
structive. Cf.  Hamilton  on  Keid,  p.  697.  Whately's  Logic, 
b.  ii.  ch.  4.  §.  3. 

Hypothetical  as  well  as  Categorical  reasonings  may  be 
combined  in  a  Sorites.  The  Hypothetical  Sorites  consists 
of  a  series  of  propositions,  in  which  the  consequent  of  each 
is  the  antecedent  of  the  next ;  the  conclusion  being  composed 
of  the  first  antecedent  and  the  last  consequent.  Thus  : 
Constructive  Sorites.  Destructive  Sorites. 

HA  is  B,  C  is  D.  If  A  is  B,  C  is  D. 

If  C  is  D,  E  is  F.  If  C  is  D,  E  is  F. 

If  E  is  F,  G  is  H.  If  E  is  F,  G  is  H. 

.-.  If  A  is  B,  G  is  H.  .-.  If  G  is  not  H.  A  is  not  B. 

See  Wolf,  PhiL  Rat.  §.  470. 

^  With  regard  to  the  import  of  the  disjunctive  proposition, 
Logicians  are  at  issue.  The  majority  (Kant  among  the 
number)  regard  it  as  stating  all  possible  cases ;  so  that  one 
only  of  its  members  can  be  true.  And  Aquinas  maintains 
that  any  disjunctive  proposition  in  which  this  condition  is  not 
observed  is  false.  On  this  supposition  all  the  four  inferences 
given  by  Aldrich  are  valid.  But  it  may  be  questioned  whether 
the  incompatibility  of  tlie  members  appears  in  the  form  of 
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V.  g.  Si  posita  vel  C  vel  D 

Subsumatur 
Sed  C  ergo  non  D 

D  non  C 

non  C  ergo  D 

non  D  C 

Pro  exposita  Disjunctiva 
die  conditionaliter 


every  disjunctive  proposition.  We  may  happen  to  know  that 
two  alternatives  cannot  be  true  together,  so  that  the  affirmation 
of  the  second  necessitates  the  denial  of  the  first,  and  the 
affirmation  of  the  first  the  denial  of  the  second ;  but  this,  as 
Boethius  observes,  is  a  material,  not  a  formal  consequence, 
whether  it  be  stated  in  the  hypothetical  or  disjunctive  form. 
It  must  be  allowed  that  the  examples  sometimes  adduced  on 
this  side  of  the  question  have  not  been  very  happily  chosen. 
It  sounds  oddly  enough  to  state  a  known  truth  as  a  possible 
falsehood,  as  in  the  instance,  "  Bellum  Trojanum.  cecinit  vel 
Homenis  vel  Virgilius.'"  But  other  and  more  natural  specimens 
have  been  given ;  e.  g.  "  Aut  olim  Troja  fuit,  aut  historia  de 
hello  Trojano  est  mera  fahulaJ"  The  case  is  still  clearer  when 
both  members  of  the  disjunctive  are  negative,  as  in  the 
example  given  by  Boethius,  '•  Si  enim  quis  dicat,  aut  non 
est  album  aut  non  est  nigrum,  sive  album  non  esse  as- 
sumpserit,  non  necesse  erit  esse  vel  non  esse  nigrum :  sive 
nigrum  non  esse  assumpserit,  ut  sit  vel  non  sit  album,  nullam 
faciet  necessitatem."  On  this  supposition  only  two  of  the 
above  syllogisms  are  valid,  which  may  be  reduced  to  hypothe- 
ticals  as  follows  : 

Constructive.  Destructive. 

If  A  is  not  B,  C  is  D.  If  A  is  not  B,  C  is  D. 

But  A  is  not  B.  But  C  is  not  D. 

.*.  C  is  D.  .•.  A  is  B. 

For  a  further  account,  see  Wallis,  Lop^.  Thes.  9. 
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Si  C  turn 

non  D 

D 

non  C 

noil  C  turn  D 

non  D 

C 

V 


§.  3.  SupEREST  Syllogismus   qui  dam  Hypothe- 
ticus  redundans,  alio  nomine  Dilemma',  quia  ple- 

*  Of  the  word  Dilemma,  various  etymologies  have  been 
proposed  ;  1.  a  choice  of  alternatives  offered  to  an  adversary; 
2.  a  double  premise  assumed  (X^/i/xa);  3.  a  not  very  probable 
one  given  by  Keckermann,  •'  a  b\s  Xafi^dvea-daiy  quia  utrinque 
cap  it  et  constringit  adversarium  contra  quem  adducitur."  The 
first  seems  to  be  adopted  by  Aldrich,  and  is  perhaps  supported 
by  Cassiodorus,  Expos,  in  Ps.  138,  9.  "  Dilemma,  quod  fit  ex 
duabus  propositionibus  pluribusve,  ex  quibus  quicquid  electum 
fuerit,  contrariura  esse  non  dubium  est."  Cf.  Victorinus  in 
1  Rhet.  Cic.  86.  But  whatever  be  the  origin  of  the  word,  it 
was  certainly  employed  as  synonymous  with  the  complexio  of 
Cicero,  (de  Inv.  1.  29.)  This  is  expressly  stated  by  Servius, 
(on  -^n.  ii.  675.)  and  the  word  had  been  previously  used  in  a 
similar  sense  by  the  Greek  rhetoricians.  See  Hermogenes, 
de  Inv.  p.  167,  ed.  Walz;  Apsines,  Ars  Rhet.  p.  624.  In  this 
sense  it  may  be  defined,  (omitting  the  adversaiy,  as  belonging 
rather  to  Rhetoric  or  Dialectic  than  Logic,)  "  A  syllogism, 
having  a  conditional  major  premise  with  more  than  one 
antecedent,  and  a  disjunctive  minor."  Its  different  forms 
may  be  thus  exhibited : 

I.  Simple  Constructive. 
If  A  is  B,  C  is  D  ;  and  if  E  is  F,  C  is  D ; 
But  either  A  is  B,  or  E  is  F ; 
.-.  C  is  D. 

II.  Complex  Constructive. 
If  AisB,  C  isD;  and  ifEisF,  G  isH; 
But  either  A  is  B,  or  E  is  F ; 
.*.  Either  C  is  D,  or  G  is  H. 
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rumque  duo  (etsi  interdum  plura)  proponit  adver- 
sario  capienda ;  quorum  utrumvis  acceperit,  causa 
cadet.  Tale  est  illud  Biantis,  Si  uxorem  ducas 
formosam,  habebis  kolptjp,  communem  ;  si  deforme?n, 
iroLvrjv,  poenam :  ergo  Nulla  est  ducenda  ^, 

^Hoc  non  valet,  nisi  ita  comparetur,  ut  partem 
alteram  accipi  sit  necesse ;  utraque  autem  feriat ; 
nee  possit  retorqueri.  Quae  si  vidisset  Bias,  suo 
sibi  Dilemmate  minus  placuisset ;  neque  enim  vel 
formosa  uxor  vel  deformis  necessario  futura  est ; 
sed  est  media  quaedam  pulchritudo,  quam  Ennius 

III.  Destructive,  (always  Complex.) 

If  AisB,  C  is  D;  and  if  E  is  F,  GisH; 
But  either  C  is  not  D,  or  G  is  not  H ; 
.-.  Either  A  is  not  B,  or  E  is  not  F. 

There  cannot  be  a  simple  destructive  Dilemma  of  this  kind, 
as  is  shewn  by  Abp.  Whately,  Logic,  b.  ii.  ch.  4.  §.  5. 

There  is  another  form  of  reasoning,  sometimes  called 
Dilemma,  which  is  also  a  hypothetico-disjunctive  reasoning, 
but  which,  instead  of  having  the  major  premise  hypothetical 
and  the  minor  disjunctive,  has  both  combined  in  the  major; 
the  whole  of  the  disjunctive  consequents  being  denied  in  the 
minor.  E.  g.  "  If  A  is  B,  either  C  is  D,  or  E  is  F ;  but 
neither  C  is  D,  nor  E  is  F;  therefore  A  is  not  B."  This 
form  is  given  by  Wallis,  lib.  iii.  cap.  19.;  as  well  as  by  Wolf 
and  Kant.  But  it  is  a  perversion  of  the  Dilemma  proper,  and 
introduces  no  distinction  whatever ;  being  merely  a  common 
disjunctive  syllogism,  as  is  shewn  by  Wallis  himself.  It  is, 
in  fact,  the  enumeratio,  not  the  complexio,  of  Cicero. 

^  See  Gellius,  Noct.  Att.  v.  11. 

'  These  remarks  entirely  relate  to  the  matter,  and  have 
nothing  to  do  with  the  Logical  character,  of  the  Dilemma. 
See  Whately,  ii.  4.  5. 
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statam  appellavit ;    Favorinus  eleganter  uxoriam, 

Porro,  nee  formosa  omnis  est  communis,  nee  de- 

AristRhet.  formis,  poena.     Denique  Dilemma  facile  retorqueri 

'  potest.      Puta,   Si  formosam   duxero,  non   habebo 

pcenam  ;  si  deformem,  non  habebo  communem. 

Dilemma  nihil  aliud  est,  quam  Inductio  Nega- 
tiva"^;  in  qua  Syllogismi  Major  Conditionalis  est 

■  This  remark  is  taken  from  Wallis,  and  is  only  applicable 
to  the  Dilemma  in  his  sense  of  the  term.  The  negative 
induction  appears  categorically  in  this  form : 

There  are  no  instances  of  C  being  D,  nor  of  E  being  F. 
But  these  are  all  the  possible  instances  of  A  being  B. 
.*.  There  is  no  instance  of  A  being  B. 

The  Dilemma  of  Aldrich  cannot,  as  it  stands,  be  reduced  to 
this  form.  The  categorical  conclusion,  e.  g.  Nulla  uxor  est 
ducenda,  does  not  follow  from  the  premises  of  the  Dilemma 
of  Bias ;  but  requires  the  additional  assumption,  that  neither 
mati'imonial  nuisance  is,  under  any  circumstance,  to  be 
endured.     This  brings  it  to  Wallis's  form,  thus : 

Si  ducenda  est  uxor,  aut  formosa  ducenda  est,  aut  defomiis: 

Atqui  non  est  ducenda  formosa,  neque  deformis: 

Ergo,  Uxor  non  est  ducenda.  (Burgersdyck,  Inst.  Log.  ii.  13.) 

The  Complex  Dilemma,  as  given  above,  may  be  reduced, 
if  required,  to  a  series  of  hypothetical  syllogisms,  and  so  to 
categoricals :  thus: 

Constructive. 

IfEisF,  GisH; 

If  A  is  not  B,  E  is  F; 
.'.  If  A  is  not  B,  G  is  H. 

If  C  is  not  D,  A  is  not  B ; 
.'.  If  C  is  not  D,  G  is  H. 

The  reduction  of  the  simple  Dilemma  is  obvious  enough. 


Destructive. 

IfEisF,  GisH; 

IfC  isD,  GisnotH; 
.-.  If  C  is  D,  E  is  not  F. 

If  A  is  B,  C  isD; 
.-.If  A  is  a,  E  is  not  F. 


Hi 


cum  consequente  distributiva :  puta.  Si  omnino, 
turn  sic,  vel  sic,  vel  sic;  quam  afferre  Categorice 
adeo  est  proclive  ut  non  indigeat  praecepto. 

But  all  such  reductions,  except  as  serving  to  vindicate  the 
universality  of  the  syllogistic  model,  are  rather  curious  than 
useful. 
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CAP.  V. 
De  Syllogismo  quoad  Materiam, 

§.  1.  H^c  de  Syllogismo  quoad  Formam  spec- 
tato.  Jam  de  eodem  quoad  Materiam,  h.  e.  Certi- 
tudinem  et  Evidentiam  propositionura  ex  quibus 
componitur. 

Certa  autem  propositio  est,  cui  nihil  occurrit 
in  contrarium,  vel  quod  occurrit  instar  nihili  est ; 
ut,  Omnis  homo  est  risibilis'':   Evidens,  quae  simul 


*  This  definition  is  vague  enough :  the  example,  however, 
shews  more  clearly  what  is  intended.  For  risibile  was 
regarded  as  a  property,  flowing  from,  and  demonstrable  by, 
the  differentia  rationale.  We  may  therefore  define  a  certain 
proposition  as  "  a  proposition  capable  of  demonsti-ation." 
It  will  thus  be  distinguished  from  an  evident  proposition, 
which  is  axiomatic  and  indemonstrable.  Both  are,  of  course, 
necessaryy  which  is  essential  to  demonstrative  reasoning: 
but  the  former  is  the  conclusion  of  a  demonstration  ;  the 
latter,  a  premise.  Waiving  the  physical  question  of  the 
necessary  connection  of  risibility  and  rationality,  we  may 
give  as  examples,  of  a  certain  proposition,  *■  The  angles  of 
every  triangle  are  equal  to  two  right  angles;"  of  an  evident, 
*'  Things  which  are  equal  to  the  same  are  equal  to  each 
other." 

Such  seems  clearly  to  be  Aldrich's  meaning  in  the  present 
passage;  in  which  certa  and  evidens  correspond  to  what  are 
commonly  called  immediata  immedietate  suhjecti,  and  immediata 
immedietate  causa,  (Cf.  Sanderson,  lib.  3.  cap.  12.  from  whom 
this  part  is  chiefly  taken.)  Aldrich's  subsequent  language, 
however,  is  by  no  means  consistent. 


ac  percipitur  assensum  imperat;  ut,  Totum  est 
majus  sua  parte:  Dubia,  in  qua  haeremus,  cum 
illius  pars  utraque  valde  se  probet  intellectui ;  ut, 
Astra  regunt  homines  ;  nam  et  regere  et  non  regere 
videntur. 

Dubitanti  siquid  aliud  occurrat,  quo  pendens 
animus  in  alterutram  partem  propendeat,  quod 
erat  Dubium  fit  Probabile\  Et  potest,  quod  pro- Top.  1.1.3. 
batur,  Verum  esse,  sed  probanti  tantum  Verisimile 
est.  Multis  nihilominus  assentimur  isto  modo,  et 
assensui  nomen  est  Opinio^ 

Est  igitur  Opinio  propositionis  tantum  probabilis ;  An.  Post, 
eique  nulla  competit  certitudo;    sed  in  ipsa  sui^'^^'^' 
ratione   includit  formidinem   oppositi.     Sunt   Opi- 
nioni  tamen  Gradus  quidam  ad  certitudinem,  pro 
diverso  pondere  rationum  quae  assensum  movent, 
diversi.     Est  quod  omnibus,  quod  plerisque,  quod  Top.i.  1.3. 
sapientibus  videtur ;  et  quod  horum  singulis,  quod 
plerisque,   quod    celeberrimis ;    quorum    omnium 
dispar  est  probabilitas ;    quorumdam  vero  tanta, 
ut  ad  certitudinem  quam  proximo  accedat. 

§.  2.   Qui  Opinionem  (h.  e.  assensum  quemlibet 
scientia   minorem)   parit,   Syllogismus    appellatur 

^  *Ei/5ofa  hi  rk  hoKovvra  naatv  tj  roig  TrXeiaTois  fj  rois  o-o(^otff,  koi 
Tovrois  rj  ncKTiu  fj  rois  nXeiarois  ^  rois  fioKiara  yv(opi^ois  kqI  €v86$ois, 

Arist.  Top.  i.  1.  8.     Such  propositions  form  the  premises  of 
dialectical  syllogisms. 

'  Aelirerai  86$ap  €Luai  irepl  to  aXriBes  fi€p  fj  yjrevdosy  epSexoixevov  de 
Koi  SKXas  txftv.  ToOto  b"  earlv  vTTokijylns  T^js  dfi€<rov  Trporda-cas  Koi 
hV  dvayKaias.      Anal.  Post.  i.  33.  2. 
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Tov.iA.2.Dialecticus,  AiaX€KTLK09^,  i.  e.  probabiliter  disse- 
rens :  quaeque  proprie  dicitur  Dialectica,  est  pars 
Logicse  quae  de  hoc  agit  Syllogismo.  Multiplex 
autem  est  materia  circa  quam  versatur  Opinio,  et 
per  omnes  sparsa  disciplinas ;  cujus  infinitam  pene 
varietatem  ad  pauca  capita  revocavit  Aristoteles, 
et  sub  iis  Efiata  Dialectica  suis  quasi  in  sedibus 
locavit.  Haec  itaque  capita,  Toirovsy  i.  e.  Locos 
appellat ;  unde  Syllogismus  Dialecticus  alio  nomine 
Topicus  dicitur  ^ 

De  Locis  Dialecticis  et  ad  ea  pertinentibus 
EfFatis,   sive    (ut    Scholastici    vocant)    Maximis^ 

^  AtaXfKTt<6?  8f  (TvWoyicryi09  6  i^  evBo^oiv  avWoyiCofievos.  Top.  i. 
1.  2.  On  the  origin  and  different  uses  of  Dialectic,  some 
remarks  will  be  found  in  the  Introduction.  Its  name  had 
originally  reference,  not  to  the  probable  character  of  the 
matter,  but  to  the  colloquial  form, 

•  The  TOTTot  are  general  principles  of  probability,  standing  in 
the  same  relation  to  the  dialectic  syllogism  as  the  axioms  to 
the  demonstrative.     A  definition  is  given,  Rhet.  ii.  26.  1.  eari 

yap  CTTOixfiov  Koi  tottos  els  o  ttoXXo  fvdvfi^fiara  efXTrlmei.  The  origin 
of  the  name  may  be  illustrated  by  calling  it  the  place  in  which 
we  look  for  middle  terms ;  with  which  may  be  compared 
Cicero's  definition.  Top.  ch.  2.  '*  Itaque  licet  definire,  locum 
esse  argument!  sedem ;  argumentum  autem,  rationem,  quae 
rei  dubise  faciat  fidem."  Cf.  De  Orat.  ii.  174.  Theophrastus' 
definition  is  given  by  Alexander,  Schol.  p.  252.  a.  12.  tari  yap 
6  TOTTOSy  a)s  Xeyei  Q€6(f>pa(TT0Si  cipxh  "^^^  V  (TTOixelov,  d0*  ov  Xafi^avopfV 
Tas  nepi  cKaarov  dpxai- 

^  The  Schoolmen  divided  Loci  into  two  kinds,  which  they 
called  Maxima,  and  Diferentia  Maximarum,  The  former  were 
propositions  expressing  a  general  principle  of  probability,  (or 
even  of  certainty,  for  the  term  was  extended  to  include  axioms ;) 
such  as,  "  De  quocunquc  prsedicatur  definitio,  et  definitum. 


plura  non  loquor.  Pro  exemplo  tamen  hoc  accipe : 
Inter  Maximas  Loci  primi,  qui  est  Testimonium,  Top.  iii. 
reperitur  haec ;  Peritis  credendum  est  in  sua  arte :  ' 
ex  qua  elicitur  hujusmodi  Syllogismus  Topicus. 
Quod  (Pythagoras)  Ipse  dixit  concedendum  est: 
Migrare  animas  Ipse  dixit ;  ergo  Migrare  animas 
concedendum  est.  Probatur  Major;  quia  Peritis 
credendum  est  in  sua  arte. 

§.  3.  Certitudo  eadem  videtur,  quae  improprie 
vulgo  dicitur  Evidentia  Moralist;  qu^que  iis  con- 

The  latter  consisted  of  one  or  more  words,  expressing  the 
point  in  which  one  maxim  differed  from  another;  e.  g.  the 
above  maxim  is  said  to  be  ex  dejinitione  et  definito :  so  in 
Aldrich's  example  the  maxim  is,  Peritis  credendum  est  in  sua 
arte;  the  differentia.  Testimonium.  The  latter  were  sometimes 
called  simply  Loci.  Cf.  Petr.  Hisp.  Tract,  v.  The  distinction 
is  not  warranted  by  Aristotle,  with  whom  the  t^ol  are  always 
Propositions. 

The  history  of  the  word  Maxim  is  given  in  a  learned  note 
by  Sir  W.  Hamilton,  Reid's  Works,  p.  766.  He  shews  that 
it  originated  with  Boethius,  by  whom,  however,  it  was  merely 
used  as  an  adjective,  in  the  phrase  inaxima  propositio.  The 
Schoolmen  dropped  the  latter  word,  and  employed  maxima  as 
a  substantive. 

«  This  paragraph,  Aldrich  appears  to  have  taken  from  the 
•Cartesians,  and  spoiled  in  the  taking.  Thus  Clauberg,  Logica, 
P.  I.  qu.  133.  "  Quajnam  axiomata  minimum  habent  veritatis 
seu  certitudinis?  Contingentia  seu  contingenter  vera,  h.  e.  quse 
ita  vera  sunt  ut  falsa  esse  possint :  ut  si  judicem  matres  amare 
liberos  suos.  Horum  axiomatum  certitudo  vocatur  vulgo 
Moralis,  non  quod  in  rebus  tantum  ethicis  seu  moralibus 
locum  habeat,  sed  quod  aliter  de  talibus  statuendo  contra 
bonos  mores  plerumque  peccetur."   And  in  the  same  manner, 
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venit  effatis,  de  quibus  nemo  prudens  dubitaverit : 
qualia  praesertim  sunt  Principia  ad  vitam  moresque 
pertinentia,  cum  conclusionibus  quae  ab  his  legitime 
deducuntur.  Nam  hujusmodi  propositiones  viden- 
tur  esse  plusquam  probabiles,  nondum  tamen 
evidentes:  neque  enim  eas  quisque  amplectitur 
quamprimum  apprehendit ;  sed  iis  prudens  sine 
ulla  formidine  assentitur. 

Certitudo  ^  duplex  est ;  alia  Objecti,  quae  est  rei 

moral  certainty  is  distinguished  from  metaphysical  by  Descartes. 
Methode,  p.  iv.  This  is  obviously  a  totally  different  sense  of 
the  word  certainty  from  that  given  at  the  beginning  of  the 
chapter.  "  Omnis  homo  est  risibilis"  can  hardly  by  any 
stretch  of  language  be  called  a  7noral  precept.  Moral  certainty 
is  a  very  different  thing  from  demonstrative  certainty,  being 
merely  a  high  degree  of  probability.  But  nothing  can  be  more 
confused  than  the  whole  of  this  chapter. 

^  We  have  now  got  back  again  to  demonstrative  certainty. 

This  part  is  taken  from  Sanderson,  whose  account  is  infinitely 

clearer  than  that  of  Aldrich.     "  Demonstratio  est  Syllogismm 

faciens  scire.    Scire  autem  unumquodque  dicimur,  cum  causam 

cognoscimus  propter  quam  res  est,  quod  illius  rei  causa  sit, 

nee  possit  res  aliter  se  habere.     Unde  duplex  oritur  scientise 

certitudo :  altera  objecti,  vel  scibilis,  quando  rei  causa  proxima 

apprehenditur :    altera   subjecti,   vel   scientis,   quando   sciens 

certus  est  rem   non  posse  aliter  se  habere.     Per  illam  dis- 

tinguitur  scientia  ab  errore:  per  banc  ab  opinione,  quse  includit 

in  ratione  sui  formidinem  oppositi."     From  the  above  account 

it  is  clear  that  there  can  be  no  degrees  of  either  Certainty. 

For  any  obstacle  as  regards  the  object,  renders  the  proposition 

no  longer  certain,  but  doubtful ;  any  consciousness  of  such  in 

the  subject,  reduces  the  state  of  mind  from  knowledge  to 

opinion.     The  same  may  be  said  of  Evidence,  in  the  proper 

limitation  of  the  term.     A  proposition  not  sponte  perspicuum 

may  be  certain,  but  is  not  evident. 


percipiendae ;  alia  Subjecti,  quae  est  Intellectus 
percipientis'.  Et  utrique  sui  sunt  gradus.  Est 
enim  Certius  certitudine  Objecti,  id  cui  minus 
obest ;  certitudine  Subjecti,  cui  quod  obsit  minus 
percipitur.  Eyidentia  similiter  duplex  est ;  Objecti  i^\  "^^ 
nempe,  et  Subjecti;  et  utrique  sui  sunt  gradus. 
Dispar  enim  evidentia  est,  prout  id  quod  percipitur 
vel  est  sponte  perspicuum  ;  vel  a  sponte  perspicuo 
propius  abest ;  vel  utrumvis  horum  videtur. 
Atque  hinc,  rursus.  Evidential  multifariam  divi- 


»  On  the  history  of  the  terms  Object  and  Subject,  Objective 
and  Subjective,  see  Sir  W.  Hamilton's  note,  Beid's  Works, 
p.  806.  and  Trendelenburg,  Elementa,  §.  1.  The  variations 
between  the  scholastic  and  the  modem  sense  of  these  terms 
are  however  in  this  particular  relation  unimportant.  Where 
knowledge  or  certainty  is  spoken  of,  the  subject  of  inherence 
(iu  the  scholastic  sense)  is  the  mind  as  knowing;  and  the 
object  proper  is  the  thing  as  known;  and  thus  far,  the 
modern  use  of  the  same  terms  is  nearly  coincident ;  though 
when  viewed  out  of  relation  to  the  act  of  knowledge,  the  two 
nomenclatures  are  exactly  the  reverse  of  each  other.  In  our 
present  point  of  view  we  may  distinguish  certitudo  objecti  as  a 
quality  of  the  proposition  as  apprehended  by  the  mind,  and  certi- 
tudo subjecti  as  a  state  of  the  mind  as  apprehending  the  proposition; 
and  in  this  sense  the  two  are  inseparable  from  each  other, 
being  only  the  same  act  of  thought  viewed  from  opposite 
sides.  This  is  the  only  sense  of  object  and  subject  with 
which  Logic  has  any  concern.  The  subjective  existence,  as  the 
schoolmen  would  call  it,  or  the  objective  existence,  as  the 
moderns  would  call  it,  of  things  out  of  the  act  of  thought, 
belongs  to  a  metaphysical  inquiry,  with  which,  as  Logicians, 
we  have  no  concern.    • 

^  Evidence  is  here  extended  so  as  to  include  not  only 
axiomatic    but    demonstrated    propositions.      This    licence 
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ditur.  Sed  nostro  sufficit  institute,  quod  haec,  de 
qua  loquimur,  Propositionis  Evidentia,  vel  est 
1.  Axiomatis  sponte  perspicui ;  cui  proinde  sine 
uUa  probation e  assentimur :  vel  2.  Conclusionis 
ab  ejusmodi  axiomatibus  (immediate  an  mediate 
parum  refert,  niodo)  rite  deductae.  Nam  cum 
una  sit  Veritas,  sibi  constans,  apteque  cohaerens; 
quodque  verum,  vel  per  se  certum  atque  evidens 
sit,  vel  cum  efFatis  quibusdam  certis  et  evidentibus 
necessario  connexum ;  fit,  ut  quamprimum  appre- 
henditur  haec  connexio,  eadem  omnia  quasi  luce 
perfusa,  parem  (specie)  consequantur  assensum. 

§.  4.  Qui  postremae  huic  evidentiae  competit 
assensus  apud  Logicos  vocatur  Scientia.  Est  igitur 
Scientia  conclusionis  certce  et  evidentis,  a  praemissis 
certis  et  evidentibus  legitime  deductae ^  Certitu- 
dinem  vero  utramque  intelligo;  et  utramque  (tam 
Objecti  scilicet  quam  Subjecti)  evidentiam.  Nam 
An.  Post,  per  Objecti  certitudinem  Scientia  distinguitur  ab 
Errore ;   per  Subjecti  certitudinem  ab  Opinione'^. 

Aldrich  perhaps  took  from  Crakanthorpe,  who  uses  certain 
and  evident  as  synonymous  terms ;  but  he  departs  from  his 
principal  authority,  Sanderson,  and  is  inconsistent  with  him- 
self. Evident  should  be  limited  to  the  axioms,  the  original 
premises  of  demonstration  ;  certain,  to  the  conclusion. 

^  It  would  be  better  to  say,  *•  conclusionis  certse,  a  praemissis 
certis  vel  evidentibus."  The  premises  in  demonstration  may 
be  axiomatic  principles,  or  the  conclusions  of  previous  demon- 
strations. In  both  cases  the  result  is  scientia,  though  in  the 
latter  the  demonstration  is  not  potissima. 

»  Strictly  speaking,  objective    and    subjective  certainty  of 


RUDIMENTA. 


119 


Si  desit  evidentia  subjecti,  nulla  est  Scientia ;  ubi 
sola  adest,  persuasa  tantum,  non  realis  evidentia 

est. 

Qui    Scientiam    parit    Syllogismus    appellaturAn.Post. 

Scientificus;    alio   nomine,  'A7roSet/crtAco9  Demon^i^^^i^^^^ 
strativus,  et  interdum  Demonstratio.    Conclusiones 
enim  certas  et  evidentes  apud  Mathematicos  repe- 
riri  multas   in    confesso   est:    cumque   lUi,  quae 

thought  cannot  be  actually  separated  from  each  other,  being 
merely  the  same  act  of  thought  viewed  from  opposite  sides. 
Of  objects  out  of  the   act   of  thought,  the  thinker  knows 
nothing.     But   in   comparing   two   minds  together,   one   of 
whom  is  supposed  to  have  a  firm  conviction  of  a  true  pro- 
position on  sufficient  grounds,  the  other  an  equally  firm  con- 
viction of  a  false  proposition,  the  difference  between  them 
will  lie,  not  in  the  state  of  conviction  which  is  common  to 
both,  but  in  the  object  on  which  it  is  exercised;  and  the 
change   from    error   to   knowledge   will   be   effected  by  the 
substitution  of  one  object  for  another.     On  the  other  hand, 
if  a  truth  known  scientifically  by  one  man  is  assented  to  with 
hesitation  by  another,  the  difference  lies  in  their  respective 
states  of  mind  in  relation  to  a  common  object,  and  the  change 
from  opinion  to  knowledge  will  consist  in  a  different  mode  of 
contemplating  the  same  truth.     Hence,  in  strict  accuracy,  we 
should  say,  that  the  characteristic  of  error  is  the  attribution 
of  certainty  to  a  wrong  object ;  that  of  opinion,  the  absence 
of  certainty  in  the  subject.     The  criterion  of  knowledge  from 
error  is  strictly  the  character  of  the  object  as  it  appears  to  a 
rightly  informed  mind;  and  hence,  among  the  later  Logicians, 
we  find  respectu  objecti  used  as  equivalent  to  per  se;  and  opposed 
to  respectu  subjecti,  as  it  appears  to  this  particular  thinker. 
This  forms  the  connecting  link  between  the  scholastic  use 
of  objective  to  denote  what  exists  only  in  thought,  and  the 
modern   use,   to   denote   the   absolute   affections   of   things 
without  the  mind. 
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docent,  soleant  adjuncto  Diagrammate  ostendere ; 
seque  propterea  non  rem  probare,  sed  (quod 
majorem  innuit  evidentiam)  demonstrare  dicant- 
arcessito  igitur  ab  illis  vocabulo,  Syllogismns  scire 
faaem  apud  Logicos  vocatur  Demonstratio.  Cum- 
que  in  Scientia  (siqua  forte  possibilitas,  taroen) 
nullus  sit  erroris  metus;  quod  hujusmodi  Syllo- 
gismis,  sive  uno,  sive  pluribus  probatur,  id  libenter 
agnoscimus  sicut  perhibetur  ita  esse;  et  aliter 
(salteni  naturaliter)  se  habere  non  posse. 

§.  5.  Du^  sunt  Demonstrationis  species.    Prima 

quas  demonstrat-'On,  sive  Quod  res  sit;  probando' 

vel   simpliciter  et   directe   rem  ita  esse,  et   turn' 

Anai^P.  vocatur  Ostensiva,  sen  potius  Directa;  vel  si  non 

An.^Post.  stt,  absurdi   aliquid  necessario  secuturum      Hac 

est  qu^  Graece  dicitur  'A,ray<oy^'>,  Latine,  ducens 

-  mray,^-  ducens  ad  impossibile.  This  is  only  a  correct 
rendering  of  the  Aristotelian  a.ay^  «v  r6  aW.aro.,.  see  p.  88, 
note  e.  The  term  d.ay^,  ^vhen  it  occurs  by  itself,  has  a 
different  meaning.  It  is  a  syllogism  whose  major  premise  is 
certain,  and  its  minor  either  more  probable  or  more  easily 
demonstrable  than  the  conclusion.  It  thus  holds  an  inter- 
mediate  place  between  the  demonstrative  and  the  dialectic 
syllogism.     See  Anal.  Pr.  ii.  25. 

The  connecting  notion  between  these  two  senses  of  d„ay<.yr, 

seems  to  be  that  of  a  ./..„,,  o/guestion;  a  tumin,  ./from  th^ 

immediate  point  to  be  proved  to  something  else  on  which  it 

may  be  made  to  depend.     Thus,  in  the  deduetio  ad  impossible, 

nstead  of  proving  the  original  question  directly,  weVttempt 

to  shew  the  falsehood  of  its  contradictoiy ;  and  in  the  present 

case  we  abandon  the  immediate  proof  of  the  conclusion  for 

that  ot  the  minor  premise  on  which  it  depends. 


ad  absurdum,  impossibile,  incommodum,  uno  verbo  ^     / 

recte  dixeris  Obliquam.     Exemplum  ejus  dat  re-  '^-^*"'-^ 
ductio  Syllogismi  a  Baroko  vel  Bokardo  ad  Bar- 
bara. 

Ostensiva  Directa  fit  duobus  modis. 

1.  Quando  aliquid  demonstratur  per  JS^cto»? ;  An.  Post, 
ut  si  diceres,  Luna  Soli  opposita  nigra  cernitur ; 
ergo  patitur  Eclipsin.  2.  Quando  per  Causam^ia.  Post, 
remotam;  ut  si  idem  coUigeres  quia  Sol  et  Luna 
diametraliter  opponuntur.  Quod  si  illud  demon- 
strares  per  Causam  proximam,  quia  nempe  Terra 
inter  Solem  et  Lunam  interponitur,  tum  fieret 

Secunda  Demonstrationis  species  Atort,  i.  e.  quae  An.  Post. 

I   13.  3. 

docet  Quare,  vel  Propter   quid  res  sit;    causamii.16.4,6. 

1  J  .  II.  17. 3. 

ejus  assignando,  non  quamcunque,  sed  proximam 
seu  immediatam''.     Sic  enim  statuunt  Logici  quod 


»  Immediatam,  The  word  ayifaos  is  used  in  two  senses  by 
Aristotle.  1.  For  a  proposition  not  proved  by  any  higher 
middle  term ;  i.  e.  an  axiomatic  principle,  forming  the  first 
premise  of  a  demonstration.  Such  is  the  sense  in  Anal. 
Post.  i.  2.  2.  and  ii.  19.  1.  2.  For  a  premise  immediate  as 
regards  its  conclusion ;  i.  e.  not  requiring  the  insertion  of 
lower  middle  terms  to  connect  its  terms  with  those  of  the 
conclusion.  Such  is  the  sense  in  An.  Post.  i.  13.  1.  This 
second  sense  is  intended  here. 

Of  an  immediate  proposition  in  the  first  sense,  the  favourite 
scholastic  example  was,  Omne  animal  rationale  est  risibile ;  the 
predioate  being  regarded  as  flowing  directly  from  the  subject, 
not  as  connected  with  it  by  any  intervening  cause.  Whereas 
in  homo  est  risibilis,  between  predicate  and  subject  intervenes 
the  middle  term  rationalis.  See  Aquinas,  Opusc.  48.  de 
Syll.    Demon,    cap.    5.    Zabarella,    in   I.   Anal.   Post.    c.   2. 
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An.  Post. 
II.  18. 


Scieniia  omnis  est  Cognitio  rei  per  causam,  sed 
proprie  dicta  per  propriam,  h.  e.  proximam :  nam 
per  remotam  Cur  sit  aliquatenus  ostenditur ;  nihil 
amplius  quam  Quod  sit  demonstratur. 

Utriusque  Speciei  membra  gradu  differunt.  Nam 
obliqua  on  est  deterior  directa,  quia  non  demon- 
strat  rem  ita  esse,  nisi  quatenus  docet  earn  aliter  se 
habere  non  posse;  quod  tametsi  eodem  redeat, 
tamen  animo  minus  satisfacit;  nam  si  par  sit 
utrobique  Certitude,  hujus  tamen  minor  Evidentia 
est  P. 

Habet  et  Alotl  suos  gradus;  quia  potest  esse 
causa  proxima  quae  non  est  prima,  h.  e.  per  se 
nota  et  indemonstrabilis :  cujus  ideo  praefertur 
Evidentia,  quia  (contra  quam  caeterae)  sua  luce  est 
conspicua,  et  nihil   indiget   ahena.     Quare,   quae 


cont.  9.  Hence  the  following  specimen  of  a  demonstratio 
potissima  : 

Omne  animal  rationale  est  risibile ; 
Omnis  homo  est  animal  rationale ;  ergo 
Omnis  homo  est  risibilis. 

Any  subsequent  demonstration  from  this  conclusion ;  e.  g. 
Omnis  Philosophies  est  homo;  ergo  Omnis  Philosophus  est 
risibilis;  would  be  per  causam  prosrimam,  sed  non  primam. 
Whether  this  distinction  can  fairly  be  traced  to  Aristotle  is 
questionable.  Some  further  remarks  will  be  found,  Appendix, 
note  K. 

p  Here  we  have  a  third  meaning  of  evidentia.  It  is  now, 
not  the  evidentness  of  a  Proposition,  but  that  of  a  Demonstra- 
tion; i.  e.  the  clearness  of  connection  between  premises  and 
conclusion. 


banc  adhibet  causam  Demonstratio,  et  habetur,  et 
nominatur  Potissima, 

Sunt  igitur  ex  mente  Logicorum  Demonstrandi 
quatuor  modi ;  quorum  alter  alteri  evidentia,  adeo- 
que  dignitate,  praestaf^.  Valet  Demonstratio  obli- 
qua ;  Potens  est  quaehbet  Directa ;  Potior  quae  per 
causam  proximam,  Potissima  quae  per  primam 
demonstrat.  Hujus  est  vulgata  ilia  Definitio,  An.  Post. 
Syllogismus  constans  veris,  primis,  immediatis,  notio- 
rihus,  prioribus,  et  causis  Conclusionis\  Exem- 
plum,  nisi  forte  apud  Mathematicos,  an  uspiam 
occurrat  nescio. 

•J  The  following  table  may  assist  the  learner. 

Demonstratio 


1.2.2. 


Quod  sit 
I 


Propter  quid  sit 


Obliqua 

per  deductionem 

ad  impossibile 


Directa 


per  effectum    per  causam 
remotam 


Non  Potissima 

per  causam 

proximam  quas 

non  est  prima 


Potissima 

per  causam 

proximam  et 

primam 


'  This  definition  is  translated  from  Aristotle.     'A7rd5et|ti/  he 

Xcyo)  (TvKKoyi(riJ.ov  enKrTTjfioviKov,  ^ETTKrrrjfxoviKov  Se  Xeyo)  KaO'  ov  rm 
exfiv  avTov  ima-rdfifda'  Et  Toiwv  iari  to  ema-raadat  olop  edefiev, 
dvdyKr}  koi  ttjv  dnoBeiKTiKriv  iiriarri^r^v  i^  dXrjdwp  t  eivai  /cat  Trpanov 
j  Kai  dfiea-av  Koi  yvapifKorepav  koI  nporepav  /cat  alriap  tov  avp.irepdap.aTos. 
Anal.  Post.  i.  2.  2.     See  further,  Appendix,  note  K. 
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CAP.  VI. 
De  Methodo\ 

§.  1.   Methodus    est    talis    dispositio    partium 
alicujus   disciplinae,  ut  integra   facilius   discatur\ 

*  Mcdobos  in  Aristotle  is  employed  with  various  shades  of 
meaning;  1.  for  any  instrument  of  acquiring  or  communicating 
knowledge  ;   as  in  de  An.  i.  1.  4.  norepov  dnoBei^is  ris  icrnv  7J  hial- 

p€(ris  fj  Koi  Tis  aXkrj  fitOodos.   Cf  Philoponus,  Scholia,  p.  235,  a.  10. 

2.  for  knowledge  reduced  to  system ;  and  thus  as  equivalent 
to  emcrrrjuT]:  Phys.  Ausc.  i.  1.  1.  Eth.  Nic.  i.  1.  1.  Top.  i.  2.  2. 

3.  for  a  systematic  treatise  on  any  branch  of  knowledge, 
synonymous  with  Trpayfiareia :  Polit.  iv.  2.  1.  vi.  2.  6.  Eth.  Nic. 
i.  2.  9.  But  Method,  in  the  present  sense  of  arrangement,  is 
not  treated  of  in  the  logical  writings  of  Aristotle,  with  the 
exception  of  a  few  rules  for  the  arrangement  (ra^ts)  of  a  dialec- 
tical disputation  in  the  eighth  book  of  the  Topics.  A  lost 
treatise,  called  Methodica,  is  mentioned  in  the  Rhetoric,  I.  2. 
Method,  as  a  distinct  part  of  Logic,  was  first  introduced  by 
Eamus,  and  from  him  passed  to  the  logical  writings  of  the 
Cartesians  and  of  Gassendi,  by  whom  it  was  treated  as  a 
fourth  part  of  Logic.  Like  most  of  the  additions  to  the 
Aristotelian  system,  it  was  originally  the  property  of  the 
Rhetoricians. 

*»  Method  has  been  treated  of  by  Logicians  in  two  principal 
senses.  1.  As  a  process  of  inference  from  the  known  to  the 
unknown ;  which  is  the  earlier  sense  of  the  term,  and  sanc- 
tioned by  Aristotle  and  his  Greek  interpreters.  2.  As  an 
arrangement  of  trutlis  already  known,  with  a  view  of  corrt- 
municating  them  to  others.  The  last  corresponds  to  the 
Greek  rd^is,  and  should  rather  be  called  Ordo.  It  is  distin- 
guished from  the  first  by  Zabarella  and  others.  Aldrichs 
definition  corresponds  only  to  the  second  sense  of  Methodus ; 
but  in  his  subsequent  division  he  confounds  it  with  the  first. 


Estque   duplex.      1.    Inventionis,   quae    disciplinae  Eth.  Nic. 
prsecepta  invenit ;  2.  Doctrince,  quae  tradit.     Prior  phys.Ausc. 
procedit  a  sensibilibus,  et  singularibus,  quae  sunt 
nobis  notiora,  ad  intelligibilia,  et  universalia,  quae 
sunt  notiora  naturce :  Posterior,  contra  ^ 


Method  in  either  sense  is  not  properly  a  part  of  Pure  or 
Formal  Logic.  It  is  an  application  of  Logic  to  the  discovery 
or  communication  of  truths  in  material  science :  its  rules 
cannot  be  determined  a  priori  from  the  laws  of  thought ;  but 
must  be  gathered  empirically  from  the  examination  of  parti- 
cular sciences,  and  will  require  modification  in  many  instances 
from  the  particular  matter  with  which  they  have  to  deal. 

"  The  Metliodus  Inventionis  can  only  be  a  process  of  inference : 
for  no  arrangement  of  parts  is  possible  before  they  have  been 
discovered.  The  discovery  of  general  principles  from  individual 
objects  of  sense,  if  limited  to  the  inferential  process  itself, 
will  be  Induction,  The  term,  however,  is  sometimes  extended 
so  as  to  include  the  preliminary  accumulation  of  individuals. 
In  this  wider  sense  it  will  embrace  the  four  successive  steps 
given  by  Aristotle,  Anal.  Post.  ii.  19.  aladrja-isy  p-vr]yLr]^  ifineipiaj 

inayoryr]. 

But  the  Methodus  Inventionis  must  not  be  absolutely  limited 
to  Induction  and  its  preliminaries,  though  these  are  the  most 
important  instruments  of  discovery.  In  some  sciences,  as  in 
mathematics,  truths  are  chiefly  discovered  by  demonstration ; 
and,  till  so  discovered,  cannot,  of  course,  be  imparted  to  others 
by  the  methodus  doctrina. 

Induction  and  Syllogism  are  the  only  two  methods  of 
inference.  The  Greek  commentators,  Ammonius  and  Eu- 
stratius,  enumerate  four,  adding  Division  and  Definition;  but 
in  these  last  there  is  no  reasoning  process.  See  Zabarella, 
de  Methodis,  lib.  iii.  cap.  5  sqq.  If  we  extend  the  method  of 
discovery  beyond  the  process  of  inference  proper,  so  as  to 
include  any  accumulation  of  knowledge,  we  may  distinguish 
three  principal  instruments.     I .  Pure  experience,  applicable  to 
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An.  Post. 
1.7.1. 
I.  10.  4. 
Eth.  Nic. 
1.2.5. 


Methodus  Doctrinae  duplex  est.  ^  Perfect  a, aKpoa- 
^aTLKT] ;  et  Imperfecta,  encore ptKrj.  Perfecta  rur- 
sus,  vel  Universalis  est,  qua  integra  disciplina,  vel 
Parlicularis,  qua  aliqua  disciplinae  pars  docetur. 
Utraque  duplex  est. 

1.   Compositoria   sive  Synthetical  quae   inservit 


the  acquisition  of  historical  knowledge.  2.  Demonstration, 
applicable  to  sciences  of  pure  reasoning.  3.  Induction,  ap- 
plicable to  mixed  sciences  of  reasoning  and  fact.  Cf.  Fries, 
System  der  Logik,  §.  117. 

**  The  Methodus  Doctrina  is  not  in  the  same  sense  a  process 
of  inference  from  known  to  unknown ;  for  the  parts  are  sup- 
posed to  be  known  already  to  the  teacher,  and  are  methodically 
arranged  for  the  benefit  of  the  learner.  This  then  corresponds 
rather  to  Order  than  to  Method  in  the  proper  sense.  It  may 
be  an  arrangement  either  of  the  whole  or  of  a  portion  of  a 
subject;  and  is  thus  either  universal  or  particular.  Cf. 
Zabarella,  de  Methodis,  lib.  ii.  cap.  20.  The  distinction 
between  the  Perfect  and  Imperfect  Method  is  not  usually 
recognised  by  writers  on  the  subject.  Aldrich  is  thinking  of 
the  acroamatic  and  exoteric  teaching  of  Aristotle  and  others ; 
the  characteristic  feature  of  the  latter  being  the  suppression 
of  certain  doctrines  as  not  fitted  for  a  promiscuous  audience. 
Whereas  the  universal  and  particular  Methods  merely  relate 
to  the  whole  and  the  parts  in  the  same  exposition. 

e  On  Synthesis  and  Analysis,  and  the  various  employment 
of  both,  some  remarks  will  be  found  in  the  Appendix,  note  G. 
The  notion  of  Synthesis  in  the  present  passage  corresponds 
to  that  of  Metaphysical  parts  and  whole,  which  is  there  men- 
tioned as  applicable  to  a  syllogistic  process  from  a  general 
principle  to  its  particular  application.  Not  so  that  of  Analysis  ; 
which  in  the  present  passage  is  also  a  process  from  the  universal 
to  the  particular,  not  from  the  particular  to  the  universal. 
By  Subjectum  is  meant  the  most  general  Subject  whose  pro- 
perties the  Science  investigates ;  as  Magnitude  in  Geometry. 


disciplinis  Theoreticis  ;  et  a  notione  Suhjecti 
incipiens,  principia  ejus  et  species  investigat, 
donee  a  summo  genere  in  ista  disciplina  per- 
veniat  ad  infimam  speciem^  2.  Resolutoria  sive 
Analytical,  quae  inservit  disciplinis  Practicis;    et 

The  Principia  are  the  apxai  i^  S>v,  or  axiomatic  principles,  from 
which  the  demonstration  commences.  Species  are  the  sub- 
divisions of  the  general  Subject ;  as  the  square,  the  triangle, 

&C.  Cf.  Anal.  Post.  i.  10.  4.  Tlaaa  yap  aTTodciKTiKrj  eTTKTTrjfir)  irepX 
Tpia  cariv,  ocra  re  eivai  TiOerai  (ravra  b  €(tt\  to  yevosy  ov  rSiv  Kaff  avra 
wadrj^dTcov  earl  BcapijTiKr))  koX  ra  KOiva  Xeyop-cva  d^imfiaTa,  i^  hv  7rpa>Ta>v 
aiTobciKwa-if  Koi  rpirov  ra  Trddrjt  S)v  ri  (Ti]fiaiv€L  tKaarov  \ap.^dvei.  On 
the  position  of  these  in  demonstration,  some  remarks  will  be 
found  in  Appendix,  note  C  and  K :  see  also  Trendelenburg, 
Erlauterungen,  p.  118. 

^  "  Exemplum  evidens  in  primis  est  in  scientia  physica, 
ubi  primum  tractatur  de  corpore  natural!  in  genere,  deque 
aflfectionibus  ejus  et  principiis;  post  descenditur  ad  species 
corporis  naturalis,  videlicet  corpus  simplex,  coelum,  ele- 
mentum ;  post  mixtum,  idque  iterum  vel  imperfecte  mixtum, 
vel  meteora ;  post  perfecte  mixtum,  idque  iterum  vel  in- 
animatum,  ut  metalla,  mineralia,  vel  animatum,  idque  vel 
vegetans,  ut  planta,  vel  sentiens  :  idque  iterum  vel  irra- 
tionale,  ubi  tractantur  omnia  animalia  bruta:  vel  rationale, 
ut  homo ;  atque  ita  a  summo  genere  ad  species  infimas 
devenitur.  Eadem  methodus  observatur  in  mathematica  et 
physica."  Keckermann,  Syst.  Log.  lib.  iii.  Tract,  ii.  cap.  1. 
Cf.  Zabarella,  de  Meth.  lib.  ii.  cap.  7. 

*^  The  Analytic,  as  well  as  the  Synthetic  Method,  observes 
a  deductive  order  from  premises  to  conclusion.  Its  name 
then  refers,  not  to  the  metaphysical  relations  of  Species  and 
Genus  as  whole  and  part,  but  to  that  common  illustration  of 
Aristotle's,  by  which,  in  productive  or  practical  operation,  the 
product  or  end  is  represented  as  a  whole,  and  the  materials  or 
means  as  parts.  The  order  of  teaching  will  be  the  same  as  that 
of  deliberation ;  the  reverse  of  that  of  operation.  The  following 


Eth.  Nic. 

VI.  13.  10. 

VII.  9.  4. 
Metaph. 
VI.  7.  6. 
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a  notione  Finis  incipiens,  subjectum,  et  tandem 
media  investigate 

Regulae  Methodi  generales  hse  sunt.  In  tra- 
denda  disciplina  1.  Nihil  desit  aut  redundet. 
2.  Singular  partes  inter  se  consentiant.  3.  Nihil 
tractetur  quod  non  sit  subjecto  aut  fini  homo- 
geneum.  4.  Singulae  partes  aptis  transitionibus 
connectantur. 


passages  may  illustrate  the  image.    Eth.  Nic.  iii.  5.  11.  iXKh 

Befievoi  T€\o9  ri,  nas  koI  8ia  rivav  ?(rrat  arKonovcriy  kqI  8ia  TrXetoVai/ 
fih  (t>aipOfievov  yivccreat  8l^  tIvos  paara  Koi  KdWiara  imaKorrovai,  8t 
euoff  d*  €wiT€\ovfifvov  TToiy  dih  TovTov  earai  KaKelvo  dia  rtVof,  eas  av 
TKeaxriv  fVt  t6  npSyrov  airtoj/,  6  iv  rjj  evpeaei  ^dxarov  itrrw  6  yhp 
^ov\€v6fi€vos  €oiK€  CrfTflv  Ka\  dva\v€tv  SxTiTfp  didypafipa  ...  Kai  t6 
ta-xarov  iv  rfj  duaXva-ei  nparov  iv  rfj  yewft.  Eth.  Nic.  vi.  13.  10. 
ol  yhp  (Tv\\oyi(rfio\  tS>v  7rpaKrS>v  dpx^v  txovris  €l(riv,  eV«Sj)  rotoVSe 
t6  riXos  Kal  t6  Spitrrov,  vii.  9.  4.  iv  8i  rals  npd^eai  t6  od  h^Ka 
dpxv  Sxnrep  iv  rois  fiaerjfxaTiKols  al  vnoOiaeis.      An  example  of  the 

deliberative  and  practical  processes  will  be  found,  Metaph. 
vi.  7.  7. 

By  subjectum  is  meant  the  suhjectum  operationis,  or  materia 
circa  quam,  more  properly  called  the  object;  by  media,  the 
means  by  which  out  of  this  matter  the  end  is  produced.  In 
building,  e.  g  the  house  is  the  end;  the  materials  the  subject; 
the  act  of  building,  the  means.  In  Ethics,  as  treated  by 
Aristotle,  happiness  is  the  end;  man  the  subject;  virtue  the 
means. 

^  Exemplum  evidens  methodi  analytic®  ab  Aristotele  in 
Ethicis  proponitur,  ubi  libro  primo  /inis  pr^cognoscitur, 
scilicet  felicitas ;  post  subjectum,  nimirum  hominis  appetitus, 
seu  voluntas,  et  intellectus ;  sequentibus  libris  media  tra- 
duntur,  per  quae  finis  introducitur,  videlicet  virtutes  theo- 
reticee  et  practicse."  Keckermann,  Syst.  Log.  lib.  iii.  tr.  2. 
cap.  1. 


5.  Praecedat  in  docendo,  sine  quo  alterum  intel- 
ligi  non  potest,  ipsum  vero  sine  altero  potest. 

§.  2.  In  tradendis  disciplinis  suis  Mathematici 
hac  utuntur  methodo\  1.  Vocum  significationem 
constituunt :  h.  e.  Vocabula  artis  suo  quodque  loco 
sic  definiunt,  ut  legem  sibi  statuant  iis  nusquam 
uti,  praeterquam  in  eo  sensu  quern  explicat  defi- 
nitio.  2.  Definitionibus  subjungunt  Axiomatay 
quas  et  kolvols  evmia^  vocant  J ;  h.  e.  effata  sponte 
perspicua,  quibus  in  decursu  operis  utendum  vident. 

3.  Posthaec  adjiciunt  Postulata,  quae  ad  praxin 
spectant ;  suntque  per  se  certa  et  evidentia ;  quae 
proinde  sine  probatione  concedi  suo  jure  postulant.^ 

4.  Hiscepositis,propositionesdemonstrant;  ordine, 
et,  quoad  fieri  potest,  afflrmate:  una  lege  con- 
tenti,  ut,  quicquid  demonstratum  eunt,  ex  ante 
datis  vel  probatis  manifestum  faciant.  Caetera,  in 
quibus  methodi  praeceptores  multi  sunt  et  odiosi, 
non  morantur. 

'  Hac  utuntur  methodo.  For  a  further  account  of  the  method 
of  naathematical  reasoning,  see  Appendix,  note  L,  on  the 
Logic  of  Geometry. 

J  The  Koivai  evvoiai  of  the  Mathematicians  correspond  to  the 
a^wfwra  of  Aristotle.  The  latter  term  is  not  used  by  Euclid ; 
nor  by  any  of  the  early  Mathematicians  in  its  Aristotelian 
sense.  Among  the  Stoics,  axiom  was  synonymous  with  pro- 
posUion,  and  in  this  sense  it  is  mentioned  in  a  passage  of 
Apuleius,  quoted  p.  44,  note  a.  For  a  full  history  of  the 
term  and  its  several  uses,  see  Sir  W.  Hamilton's  note,  Reid  s 
Works,  p.  764. 
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Mathematicorum  methodum  in  caeteris  artibus 
et  scientiis,  si  tenere  non  liceat,  aemulari  certe 
licet.  Quo  ad  banc  quaeque  proprius  accedit,  eo 
caeteris  perfectior,  et  ad  docendum  aptior  videtur. 
Sed  ad  ea  quae  docentur  retinenda,  nihil  est  utilius 
absoluti  operis  Conspectu ;  in  quo,  ea  quae  sunt 
ante  (extra  ordinem  fortasse)  demonstrata,  suis 
quaeque  in  locis,  h.  e.  servata  Logicorum  methodo, 
reponantur. 
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Solutio  Sophismatum^, 

§.  1.  CujuscuNQUE  Syllogismi  difficultas  ad  duas 
Species  revocari  poterit;  alteram,  quae  in  Argu- 
menti  Materia,  alteram,  quae  in  Forma  consistit: 
nam  qui  has  duas  expedire  noverit,  is  in  tertia,  quae 
ex  ambarum  complexione  oritur,  non  hserebit. 

a  The  examination  of  Fallacies  is  extralogical,  except  when 
the  consequence  is  formally  invalid  ;  in  which  case  it  may  be 
detected  by  the  ordinary  rules  of  syllogism.     The  following 
Sophisms  are  not  all  susceptible  of  this  solution.     They  are 
mostly  material  fallacies,  arising  from  ambiguity  of  language 
or  falsity  of  assertion.    But  they  are  not  treated  of  by  Aristotle 
as  belonging  to  the  Science  of  Logic,  but  to  the  Art  of  Dia- 
lectic, of  which,  as  has  been  before  observed,  a  considerable 
portion  is  material.    In  fact,  Aristotle's  Treatise  n^pX  (rocfiurriKaiv 
i\€yx(ov  is  merely  an  account  of  the  pseudo-refutations  prin- 
cipally in  use  among  the  Sophists  of  his  day,  whether  depend- 
ing upon  equivocal  language,  false  assumption,  or  illogical 
reasoning.     In  relation  to  Logic,  it  has  little  more  than  a 
historical  value.     A  strictly  logical  classification  of  fallacies 
should  commence  by  distinguishing,  in  all  the  three  operations 
of  thought,  between  the  matter  which  is  given  to,  and  the  form 
which  is  given  by  the  thinking  act.     Acts  of  conception,  judg- 
ment, or  reasoning  which  violate  the  laws  of  thought,  and  are 
therefore  defective  in  form,  should  be  classed  as  logical  fal- 
lacies ;  those  which  are  faulty  in  the  conditions  preliminary 
to  the  act  of  thought  should  be  classed  as  material.     See 
further,  Prolegomena  Logica,  p.  237.  (2nd  ed.  p.  256.)   and 
below.  Appendix,  note  M. 
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Eienih  ^^  incident  Materia  difficilis,  unicum  huic  malo 
9.1.  remedium  est,  disciplinam  unde  desumitur  argu- 
mentum,  fideliter  didicisse ;  quod  ut  facias,  Imtru- 
menti  operam  tibi  Logica  praestabit;  sed  ulterius 
nihil  confert.  Proprium  illi  munus  est  Syllogismi 
Formam  explorare;  h.  e.  Utrum  Conclusio  ex 
Praemissis  consequatur  propter  ipsum  Colligendi 
modum:  Sed  an  ponendae  sint  Praemissae  (nisi 
forte  sint  pure  Logicae)  aliunde  discendum  est. 
Sicubi  autem  Syllogismus  qui  legitimus  non  est, 
vidcatur  tamen ;  aut  contra ;  (quorum  utrumque 
sajpissime,  et  de  causis  pene  infinitis  accidit)  For^ 
malem  ejus  Conscquentiam  excutcrc  est  Arti» 
Logica\ 

Qui  hoc  opus  aggreditur,  id  sibi  negotii  datum 
sciat,  ut  Difficilem  suum  Syllogismum,  primo  in 
Catcgoricum  purum,  vel  in  plures,  si  opus  sit,  con- 
vertat;  turn  ad  Canoncm  accurate  cxigat;  cujus 
operis  ratio  pr«cedente  Libro  abtuide  declarata 
An.  Pr.  I.  «t,  Summa  rei  hue  redit.  Consideranda  eat 
pnmo  Conclusio;  cjusque  Tertmni  solerter  dis- 
tingucndi :  Pnedic^itum  enim  est  Nfajor  Terminus 
Syllogismi;  qui  proinde  Priemissam  quoque  Ma- 
jorem  indicabit ;  Subjectum  paritcr  Minorem ;  et 
in  utraque  sese  offeret  Argumentum  sive  Terminus 
Nf  edius :  Unde  et  si  desit  Prannissarum  alterutra, 
facile  suppler!  potcrit.  Hisce  cognitis,  nee  Figura 
Syllogismi,  nee  Modus  latebit ;  qui  si  legitime,  nee 
tamen  vere  concludere  videatur,  qua?rendum  annon 
anceps  sit  aliquis  trium  Terminorum  ?  nam  si  in  iin 
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nulla  lateat  ambiguitas,  necessario  falsa  erit  altera 
Prsemissarum. 

Hunc  in  modum  liccbit  Syllogismum  quemvis 
Categoricum  purum  explorare ;  qualis  si  non  sit 
qui  proponitur,  quam  facillime  fiet,  per  ea  quoc 
priore  Libro,  extremo  Capite  tertio,  et  toto  quarto 
sunt  ostensa.  Siquid  amplius  restet,  id  Exemplis 
melius  quam  PrsDceptis  docebitur. 

§.  2.  Ordiemur  autem  a  facillimis;  nempe  vete-s^pb. 
rum  Sophistarum  Falluciis:   quarum    13  species  i.i°^ 
enumerat  Aristoteles;  sex,  qua-  muUiplidtaU  die- 
thms;   septem,  quae  aliquo  extra  dictionem  vitio 
laborarent**.     Elt  erat  aliqua  fortasse  difficultas  in 

*  Of  Uie  Anstotolion  division  of  Fftlla<cie8  Into  ti  rofA  nj^  ^s^  ^-^-^yu^ 
ki^of  and  ol  ffe»  ir>|t  X/(«-Q»r,  Archbishop  WhateJy  obeent»^  thai 
It  hag  not  )ii(berto  beeu  gruuDdcd  on  any  distinct  principle : 
he  tli«rcfora  adopts  a  eoi^eeiural  expUafttion,  According  to 
«hich  tho  former  are  Intorpretod  as  logical  FaUiicici,  in  which 
tbo  oottdaiiom  docs  not  follow  fi>om  the  pr<iinls«s ;  Uie  latter, 
M  material  Falliieacx,  vthr.rc  tho  conclusion  does  follow,  tlic 
fftlMbood  being  in  the  jtisumption.  Tins,  however,  ii  not 
Um  uicient  principle  of  distinction,  which  is  Slated»  with 
mors  or  less  cXeamcsn,  by  siovcnU  Ixtgiciand«  To  go  do 
biglber  than  Sanderson ;  wc  find,  *^  Fj^llacia  ononis  in  dictione 
oritur  ox  dtctiunis  aliqua  inuUiplicitatc  Vm  autcm  Multiplex 
sliud  actuals:  quamio  dictio  invaiiata  miilta  significal;  ut  in 
^qww^eaiione,  et  on^iMia.  Aliud  potcntiiUc :  quando  dlc4io 
quoid  proUtion<fm  aliquo  modo  vuriuta,  luulta  Mgnificat;  at 

• 

in  compasitione,  diriti<me,  et  aceentu^  Aliud  phantasticum : 
quando  dictio  unuui  n^ip<:M  significun».  videtux  tomcn  oiulta 
signi£oai^:  ut  in  figttm  dic4wnu.  Fallacttt  extn  didionem 
*uit  in  quibu!^  contingit  deocptio,  non  tam  ex  multiplici 
■liqiio  latcnte  in  vocibus  ipeiis.  quaxn  ex  iguoratkno  rerunu'* 
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earum  aliquibus,  juxta  veterem  disputandi  (h.  e. 
interrogandi)  morem  propositis ;  sed  profecto  nemo 
tarn  obtusus  est,  qui  non  easdem  Syllogistice  pro- 
positas  agnoscat  statim,  et  derideat.  V.  g.  Erit  for- 
tasse  qui  rogatus  Quod  non  amiserit  utrum  habeat 
necne  ?  non  intelligat  se  captum  iri,  sive  simpliciter 
habere  se,  sive  non  habere  respondent:  at  proposito 
hujusmodi  Syllogismo,  Quod  non  amisisti  habes; 
Cornua  non  amisisti ;  Ergo  habes :  Vel  Quod  non 
amisisti  non  habes ;  Oculos  non  amisisti ;  Ergo  non 
habes  ;  quid  reponat  nemo  non  videt.  i 

This  principle  is  found  in  Alexander  of  Aphrodisias,  Scholia, 
p.  298,  b.  28. ;  and  still  earlier,  if  the  work  be  genuine,  in  the 
Treatise  irepX  rav  irapa  ttju  Xe^iv  ao(f)i<rfidTQiUt  ascribed  to  Galen. 
Indeed  it  may  be  gathered  from  Aristotle  himself;  Soph. 
Elench.  4,  1.  6,  2.  7,  3.  Occam  states  the  distinction  still 
more  clearly.  "  Fallacise  in  dictione  sunt  illse  penes  quas 
secundum  omnes  modos  peccant  sophistica  argumenta  com- 
posita  ex  signis  voluntarie  institutis.  Fallacise  extra  dictionem 
sunt  illse  penes  quas  peccant  argumenta  tam  composita  ex 
signis  voluntarie  institutis  quam  composita  ex  signis  naturali- 
ter  significantibus."  Logica,  iii.  4.  cap.  1.  The  former  arise 
from  defects  in  the  arbitrary  signs  of  thought,  and  hence  are 
generally  confined  to  a  single  language,  and  disappear  on 
being  translated  into  another.  The  latter  are  in  the  thought 
itself,  whether  materially,  in  the  false  application  of  notions 
to  things,  or  formally,  in  the  violation  of  the  laws  by  which 
the  operations  of  the  reason  should  be  governed ;  and  thus 
adhere  to  the  thought,  in  whatever  language  it  may  be  ex- 
pressed. Under  this  head  are  thus  included  both  false 
judgments  and  illogical  reasonings.  These  Fallacies  are 
connected  with  language  only  secondarily  and  accidentally ; 
the  former  primarily  and  essentially.  See  further,  Waitz, 
vol.  ii.  p.  532. 


Fallaciae  dictionis,  sive  in  dictione,  sex  sunt^ 
§.3.  1.  Fallacia   cequivocationis,   sive   nata  exsoph. 

^      y-y      .  ,  •        7        f>»    •  Elench. 

voce  aequivoca ;   ut.  Lams  est  animal;  Sinus  ^^^4. 1.19.1. 
canis ;  Ergo,  Sirius  est  animal.     In  hoc  quatuor 
sunt  termini ;   quorum  duo,  vox   Canis  aequivoce 
sumpta. 

2.  Fallacia  amphibolice ;  sive  nata  ex  sententia  soph. 
amphibola,  h.  e.  ancipitis  structurae;  ut  Quod  /«w-4. 4. 19. 1. 
gitur  a  Socrate  illud  sentit ;    Columna  tangitur  a 
Socrate ;   Ergo   Columna  sentit.     Vox  sentit,  non 
sponte,  sed  in  hac  structura  est  ambigua ;  cujus 

vi,  in  Majori  significat  Sentit  Socrates;  in  Con- 
clusione,  Sentit  Socratem ;  Quare  Syllogismus 
habet  quatuor  terminos. 

3.  4.  Fallacia  Compositionis^,  ubi  datum  in  sensusoph. 

Elench. 

4.  6.  20.  1. 
•^  With  the  following  account  of  the  Fallacies  may  be  com- 
pared the  corresponding  chapter  in  the  Khetoric,  ii.  24.  In 
doing  so,  however,  it  must  be  remembered,  that  the  present 
sophisms  occur  in  a  disputation  carried  on  in  colloquial  form 
between  antagonists,  and  conforming  to  established  rules; 
whereas  those  are  introduced  ad  libitum  by  an  Orator  in  the 
course  of  his  speech.  Hence,  though  the  principle  of  deception 
may  be  similar,  the  manner  of  its  application  will  not  always 
correspond.  The  same  caution  is  still  more  necessaiy  in 
examining  modern  specimens  of  Sophistiy. 

^  This  Fallacy,  as  treated  by  Aristotle,  includes  a  wrong 
composition  of  clauses  in  a  sentence  capable  of  two  punc- 
tuations. In  this  extension,  the  examples  possibile  est  se- 
dentem  stare,  dc,  are  easily  included  under  Composition ;  the 
sense  varying  according  as  sedentem  is  joined  with  possibile  est, 
or  with  stare.  The  Fallacy  of  Division,  in  like  manner,  will 
include  the  separation  of  clauses  which  ought  to  be  united. 
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Elench. 
4.  7.  20. 1 


Soph. 
Elench. 
4.  6.  20.  4, 


Soph. 

Elench. 

4.8.81.1, 
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diviso  sumitur  in  sensu  composito  ;  ut.  Duo  et  Tria 
sunt  Par  et  Impar ;  Quinque  sunt  Duo  et  Tria; 
Ergo  Quinque  sunt  Par  et  Impar'',  Fallacia  Dm- 
sionis,  quando  datum  in  sensu  composito  sumitur 
in  diviso ;  ut,  Planetce  sunt  seplem :  Sol  et  Luna 
sunt  Planetce;  Ergo  Sol  et  Luna  sunt  septem. 
Utroque  modo  quatuor  sunt  termini  si  aperte 
loquaris.  V.  g.  Prions  Syllogism!  mens  est.  Duo 
et  Tria  seorsim  accepta  sunt  Par  et  Impar.  Quin- 
que sunt  Duo  et  Tria  in  unum  composita,  &c.  Poste- 
rioris  vero,  Planetae  collective  su?npti  sunt  sep- 
tem ;  Sol  et  Luna  sunt  Planetae  distributive  sumpti 
&c.     Unde  duplex  utrobique  Medius. 

"  Hue  referri  solent  hujusmodi  Orationes ;  Pos- 
"  sibile  est  album  esse  nigrum  ;  Possibile  est  seden- 
tem  stare:  dubito  an  satis  recte;  quia  tanto 
acumine  non  est  opus.  Potest  quidem  album 
Jieri  nigrum;  et  Possibile  est  sedenti  stare;  at 
"si  haec  velles,  incongrue  locutus  es.  Utraque 
"igitiir  Oratio  est  simpliciter  neganda;  vel  ut 
*'  aperte  falsa  si  sit  congrua,  vel  si  non  sit  congrua, 
"  quia  non  est  Propositio." 

5.  Fallacia  Accentus  seu  Prosodice  ^  potius,  quando 

•  e  In  these  instances,  the  verbal  defect  lies  in  the  copula. 
Two  and  three  are  (constitute)  five.  Two  and  three  are 
(severally)  even  and  odd. 

'  The  Fallacia  Prosodice,  as  Aristotle  observes,  is  a  Fallacy 
in  writing  only,  not  in  speaking.  Lepores  and  lepbres  have  no 
ambiguity  when  rightly  pronounced.  The  first  example  {senms 
ergo  cen^m),  supposing  the  pronunciation  of  both  words  to  be 
the  same,  is  not  properly  an  instance  of  this  Fallacy. 
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pro  eodem  sumuntur  quae  vel  Litera,  vel  Spiritu, 
vel  Tempore,  vel  Accentu  sunt  diversa:  ut.  Est 
servus  Ergo  est  cervus ;  Est  ara  Ergo  est  hara. 
Est  malum  (an  apple)  Ergo  malum  (an  evil). 
Venatur  lepores  Ergo  et  lepores ;  quibus  qui  falli 
potest,  debet. 

6.   Fallacia   Figures   dictionis,   quando    propter  Soph. 
dictiones   similes,   quod   de   uno  datur  de  altero  4. 9^22. 1 
arripitur:    idque   vel    Grammatice^,  ut  Musa  est 

K  Grammatice,  i.  e.  inferring  that  Poeta  is  of  the  feminine 
gender,  because  the  majority  of  words  with  the  same  termi- 
nation are  so.  Logice,  inferring  that  videre  belongs  to  the 
category  of  Troieti/,  because  most  infinitive  moods  of  this  form 
are  included  under  it.  Thus  viewed,  it  may  be  classed  as  in 
dictione,  because  the  rules  of  gender  and  conjugation  are  dif- 
ferent in  different  languages. 

But  the  more  common  form  in  which  this  Fallacy  would  be 
stated  is  that  of  an  induction,  or  rather  a  number  of  examples, 
after  the  manner  of  Socrates.  Indeed,  this  very  sophism  is 
put  into  the  mouth  of  Socrates  by  Aristophanes,  Nubes, 
681  sqq.  Stated  in  this  form,  the  logical  inconsequence  is 
obvious ;  as  also  if  it  is  reduced  to  syllogism.  ♦•  Such  and 
such  words  are  feminine ;  Musa  resembles  such  and  such 
words."  Here  there  is  no  middle  term.  This  ambiguity  is 
sometimes  called  multiplex  phantasticum.  Cf.  Petr.  Hisp. 
Summ.  Log.  Tract,  vi.  "  Est  autem  multiplex  phantasticum, 
quando  aliqua  dictio  significat  unum  et  videtur  significare 
aliud,  propter  similitudinem  quam  habet  in  parte  cum  alia 
dictione  :  ut  videre  significat  passionem,  et  videtur  significare 
actionem,  propter  hoc  quod  est  simile  huic  verbo,  agereJ'  In 
this  form,  it  would  seem  more  naturally  to  belong  to  the  class 
extra  dictionem. 

In  Rhet.  ii.  24.  Q.  Aristotle  gives  another  form  of  this 
Fallacy ;  viz.  when  a  series  of  detached  propositions  are  so 
enunciated  as  to  appear  logically  connected,  not  being  really 
so.    See  also  Soph.  Elench.  15.  5. 
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Fceminini  generis.  Ergo  et  Poeta:  vel  Logice,  ut 
Docere  est  agere.  Ergo  et  Videre.  Haec  Materia 
potius  quam  Forma  peccat :  et  operose  solvi  non 
postulat :  ponit  aliquid  aperte  falsiim  ;  quo  negate 
evertitur. 


^oph.  Fallaciae  extra  dictionem  sunt  septem\ 

Elench.  *^ 

Soph.  §•  "^*  ^*  Fallacia  Accidentis' ;  quando  acciden- 

6.^i?24. 1.  ^«^^"^  aliquod  confunditur  cum  eo  quod  est  essen- 

tiale  seu  principaliter  intentum :    ut.  Quod  emisti 

cofnedisti,  Crudum  emisti ;  Ergo  Crudum  comedisti : 

in  quo.  Quod  emisti,  et  Quale  emisti,  confunduntur; 

unde  quatuor  termini. 

Soph.  2.  Fallacia  a  Dicto  secundum  Quid  ad  Dictum 

5. 2.  26. 1.  Simpliciter  ;  quando  proceditur  a  voce  determinate 

sumpta,  ad  eandem  absolute  positam :  ut,  jEthiops 

est  albus  dentes ;   Ergo  albus:  unde  quatuor  esse 

Terminos  necesse  est^ 

*»  Fallacies  extra  dictioneni  embrace  all  those  in  which  the 
deception  arises  from  any  other  cause  than  ambiguity  of 
language ;  whether  from  a  false  assumption  in  the  premise, 
or  from  the  reasoning  being  unsound.  Purely  logical  fallacies 
belong,  not  to  the  in  dictione,  but  to  the  extra  dictionem. 

»  The  example  of  this  Fallacy  given  by  Aristotle  is,  Coriscus 
is  different  from  Socrates;  Socrates  is  a  man;  therefore 
Coriscus  is  different  from  a  man.  The  Fallacy  lies  in  as- 
suming that  whatever  is  different  from  a  given  subject  is 
incompatible  with  all  the  predicates  [to.  avfi^aivovra)  of  that 
subject.  The  reasoning  is  thus  illogical :  Socrates  is  a  man  ; 
Coriscus  is  not  Socrates  ;  therefore  Coriscus  is  not  a  man. 

^  The  example  as  stated  by  Aristotle  will  run  thus;  jEthiofs 


3.  Fallacia    Ignorationis    Elenchi,      Elenchus^  So^h. 
proprie  Syllogismus  est  Adversarium  redarguens :  5.  s.  20!  1. 
confirmando   scil.   quod    illius    sententiae   contra- 20.1.  * 
dicat.      Quare  in  banc   incidit   Fallaciam  qui  ses^iench. 
putat     Adversarium     redarguere,     non     servatis 
Contradicendi  Legibus,  (de  quibus  vide  pag.  55.) 

Qui  in  his  peccat,  docendus  est  se  nescire  Quid 
sit  Contradicere. 

4.  Fallacia  a  non-causa  pro  causa  "^;    sive  sit  asoph. 

^  Elench. 

5.11.29.1. 

non  est  albus ;  Mthiops  est  albus  dentes ;   Ergo,  qui  est  albus  non  f^'F^'  ^^' 

est  albus.     Here  there  are  four  terms,  and  the  Conclusion,  as 

Aristotle  himself  observes,  is  not  drawn  syllogistically. 

'  The  Elenchus  is  defined  by  Aristotle,  (rvWoyiafios  avn- 
(\>a(r€a>s.  An.  Pr.  ii.  20.  1.  Soph.  Elench.  6.  4.  The  Ignoratio 
Elenchi  consists  in  neglecting  some  of  the  conditions  required 
by  the  rules  of  Dialectic  for  proving  the  contradictory  of  any 
given  proposition.  This  is  the  case  when  the  conclusion  does 
not  logically  follow  from  the  premises ;  or  when  the  premises 
themselves  are  not  admitted  by  the  opponent ;  or  when  the 
conclusion,  though  legitimately  deduced  from  allowed  pre- 
mises, is  an  apparent,  not  a  real,  contradiction  of  the  op- 
ponent's position,  failing  in  one  of  the  four  conditions  of 
contradiction,  viz.  eodem  modo,  secundum  idem,  ad  idem,  eodem 
tempore.  In  this  extended  sense,  every  fallacy  is  an  Ignoratio 
Elenchi,  as  is  observed  by  Aristotle,  Soph.  Elench.  6. 1.  though 
the  name  is  especially  applied  to  the  last  instance. 

"^  This  fallacy,  according  to  Aristotle,  most  frequently  occurs 
in  the  deductio  ad  impossibile,  and  consists  in  pretending  that 
the  proposition  which  we  wish  to  refute  is  the  cause  of  the 
false  conclusion,  which  in  reality  follows  from  other  premises; 
i.  6.  in  maintaining  that  the  conclusion  is  false  because  that 
particular  assumption  is  false.  This  mode  of  deception  has 
place  in  dialectical  disputation,  from  the  practice  of  asking 
the  opponent  to  grant  certain  premises.  An  unnecessary 
proposition  is  asked  and  granted  among  the  rest,  and  after- 
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Soph. 

Elench. 

0.8.28.1. 


non-vera  pro  vera;  sive  a  non-tali  pro  tali'':  ut 
Cometafuhit;  Ergo  Bellum  erit ;  Nullo  mode; 
nam  si  fuerit,  aliis  de  Causis  futurum  est.  Quod 
inebriat  prohibendum  est ;  Vinum  inebriat ;  Nequa- 
quam  vero,  sed  Abusus  vini.  Haec  Fallacia  bene 
solvitur  negando  Causam  falsam  :  melius,  addu- 
cendo  germanam. 

''  Hue  refertur  ab  aliquibus  (qua  de  causa  non 
"  video)   hoc   Sophism  a  ;     Qui   magis   esurit,  plm 

comedit ;  Qui  minus  comedit,  magis  esurit :  Ert^o 

Qui  minus  comedit,  plm  comedit.  Scd  qui  hoc, 
''vel  hujus  simile  attulerit  (ut  innumera  afferri 
"  solent)  docendus  o«t  congrue  loqui  :  Hoc  si 
"  fecerit,  dicet  in  hoc  casu,  Qui  magis  esurit  plus 

comedet;  Qui  minus  comSdit,  magis  esurit;  Ei^ 

Qui  minus  comedit,  plus  comedet.** 

5.  Fallacia  Consequentis'*,  quando  infcrtur  quixi 
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wards  selected  an  tlio  false  assumption.  Aldridi'd  exumplcs 
refer  ruthor  to  the  rhetorical  than  to  the  dialectical  Idnn  of 
this  fttllttcy.  In  this  the  speaker  It  guUty  merely  of  a  6fee 
assertion,  attributing  a  certain  effect  to  u  wrong  cause.  Sw 
Rhet.  ii.  24.  8. 

"  In  the  non  twa  pro  vera,  thor»  is  no  connexion  iMtn^m 
the.  effect  and  the  «nppos^d  oaiMo;  in  tiMi  non  tali  pro  lali. 
there  is  a  connexion,  but  an  in^fficicot  one ;  wine.  e.g.  does 
not  intoxicate  except  in  ceruin  quantitr.  This  inslan». 
however,  more  properly  belong*  to  Um  faXlMoy  a  ditto  Mcundam 
qtiid  ad  dictum  .nmpHciier.  *•  Wine  (in  cxccas)  intoxicates ; 
therefore,  Wine  (absolutely)  ik  to  be  forbidden." 

•  The  /aHaaa  e^mt^umtu  is  an  error  in  r^^ascning.  a*  mty 
b#  daarijr  Mtn  in  the  example  girwi  Soph.  Eltneh.  ft.  8.  a^a 
Rhet  ii.  S4.  7.  o.  jf.  Honey  ia  yellow;  Gall  if  jallow;  th&n- 


non  sequitur:  ut.  Animal  est;  Ergo,  Est  Homo. 
Hie  memineris,  quod  si  recte  ratione  uti  volumus, 
Consequentia  aut  directa,  immediata,  formalis,  aut 
plane  nulla  est ;  peccat  enim  contra  aliquam  Dia- 
lecticse  regulam  ;  ad  quara  si  provoces,  refelletur. 

6.  Fallacia  Petitionis  Prificipii^,  cum  ut  datum  Soph. 

-  •  TT  /^         Elench. 

assumitur,  quod  probatum   oportuit.     V.  g.  Cume.  7. 27.  i. 

A.D&.1  Pr 

probatur  aliquid  vel   per  seipsum,  (quae   vocatuni.  16. 1.* 

^>     .  .         .    .'  '  \        A.       TT  ^      -n  A      TT  Top  VIII. 

Petitio  siatim,)  ut.  Homo  est,  Ergo,  est  Homons.i. 
Vel  per  Synonymum ;  ut  Ensis  est  acutus ;  Ergo, 
Gladius:  Vel  per  a-quc  ignotum  ;  ut  Hie  est  Pater 
Mtlcliisedek  /  Ei^go,  Hwc  Mater :  Vel  per  ignotius ; 
ut.  Hoc  Quadrat  urn  est  /iujus  TrianguU  duphtm, 
Quia  huic  Circulo  cpquale :  Vel  per  Circulum  ;  rc- 
Mimendo  scilicet  quod  rclictum  e$t ;  ut  si  diccres, 
Ignis  est  caUdus,  Ergo  urit :  et  post  paucu,  Ignis 
urit,  Ergo  est  calidtts, 

7.  Falliicia'    plurium    interrogaiionum,    quando  Soph, 
plures  qu^stiones  velut  una  proponuntur;   v.  g.&.iu.aoLi. 
SuntfUi  Mel  et  Fel  dulcia  f     Estne  homo  animal  et 

ii^pi  gall  us  hooey.  Here  the  middle  term  \%  undistributed. 
Another  spdctmcn  cited  by  Aristotle  is  the  rcfisoning  of 
Mcli^iis;  ** Whatever  ia  geoerated  has  a  beginning;  the 
ttQiverae  if  not  generated ;  therefore  it  ha«  not  a  beginning." 
Ci.  Phys.  Attsc.  1. 8.  :2.  Here  there  is;  an  illicit  proecM  of  the 
iiajor  tomi. 

'  On  the  Ptiitio  Princijjii,  soo  Appendix*  note  R.  Ari5)totle 
«tMUnenlaa  five  varieties ;  which,  howcrcr,  are  not  the  same 
u  tkoae  given  by  Aldrich.    See  Top.  viii.  18. 

^  Thif  U  merely  a  dialoeticBl  6tllacy ;  and  coaa iala  in 
«ncrsp^ng  an  opponent  into  an  answer  paitfy  Cklse»  by 
<»rtfially  putting  two  i|ueMiona  aa  one. 
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lapsi?     Evertitur,  ad  singulas  quaestiones  distincte 
respondendo;  sicut  fecit  Menedemus  Eretriensis, 
qui  rogante  eum  Alexino,  Numquid  Patrem  ver- 
berare  desiisset  ?     Nee  verberavi,  inquit,  nee  desii\ 
Atque  hae  sunt  tredecim  Sophismatum  formulae* 
Veteribus   usitatiores,   quae    Tironibus  Logicis  in 
exemplum  proponi  solent.     Poterant  esse  pauci- 
ores ;    nam  videntur  aliquae  coincidere ;   et  prse- 
terea  tres,  Non-eausa  pro  Causa,  Petitio  Principii, 
'   et  Plures  interrogaiiones,  non  sunt  Fallaciae  proprie 
dictae,  h.  e.  Syllogismi  Forma  peccantes* ;  sed  Vitia 
male  Opponentis.     Poterant  et  plures";  sed  cum 
hie  numerus  Aristoteli  satisfecisset,  idem  omnibus 
post  ilium  Logicis  satisfecit. 

§.  5.  SoPHisMATiBUs  cx  scutentia  veterum  accen- 

^  Diog.  Laert.  ii.  135. 

•  These  thirteen  fallacies  are  comprised  in  the  mnemonic 
lines, 

iEquivocat,  Amphi.  Componit,  Dividit,  Ace.  Fi. 
Acci.  Quid,  Ignorans,  Non  causa,  Con.  Petit.  Interr. 

*  Aristotle's  definition  of  Fallacy  will  include  logical  de- 
ductions from  false  premises,  as  well  as  illogical  deductions 
from  any  premises.     See  Top.  i.  1.  3.    '^picrriKh^  ^  iar\  (rv\- 

<f>mvofi€v<ov  €v86ia>v  (jyaivofievos.    Aldrich's  limitation  to  Syllogisms 
faulty  in  form  is  quite  arbitrary. 

■  Aristotle  does  not  profess  to  give  a  complete  enumeration 
of  the  fallacies ;  but  only  a  list  of  such  as  may  be  solved 
by  the  Dialectician.  There  may  be  innumerable  false  as- 
sumptions, on  matters  not  belonging  to  Dialectic,  which 
must  be  refuted  from  the  principles  of  the  Science  or  Art  to 
which  they  belong.     See  Soph.  Elench.  9.  1. 


sendae  sunt  Inexplieabiles  (ut  vocantur)  Rationes, 
quas  Megarici,  Stoici,  aliique  Eristicam  professi, 
propriis  nominibus  insignivere,  Croeodilus,  Mentiens, 
Obvelatus,  &c.  quas  plerasque  collegit  Gassendus, 
et  retulit  in  Libro  de  Origine  et  Varietate  Logicce  : 
Nos  eodem  fere  ordine  explorabimus  quo  ab  illo 
sunt  propositae. 

1.  Achilles  vocatur  Argumentum  quo  usus  est  AristPhys. 
Zeno  Eleates,  non  ut  Motum  tolleret,  quod  vulgoo.  3.* 
sed  falso  dicitur;    sed  ut  ostenderet  Continuum  s.T 
non  esse  infinite  divisibile,  quia  hoc  dato  Motus  Eknch. 
tolleretur.    Argumentum  sic  se  habet.    Sit  Achilles  ^**^* 
quantum  voles  iroSas  coKV9y  puta  decuplo  velocior 
Testudine.      Quiescente   illo,    confecerit   Testudo 
partem  aliquam  (puta  decimam)  spatii  percurrendi. 
Turn    procedat   Achilles,   idemque   spatium    per- 
currat :  progredietur  interim  Testudo  per  partem 
ejus  decimam,  h.  e.  totius  spatii  centesimam  ;  banc 
conficiat  Achilles,  et  percurret   interim    Testudo 
hujus  centesimae   decimam ;    et   sic    deinceps   in 
infinitum;    quo   fiet  ut   Achilles   nunquam   asse- 
quatur  Testudinem\ 

"  We  must  not  confound  the  metaphysical  difficulties  con- 
nected with  the  infinite  divisibility  of  space,  with  the  logical 
difficulty  of  a  false  conclusion  apparently  deduced  from  true 
premises.  Archbishop  Whately  evades  the  latter,  by  ob- 
serving that  the  sophism  cannot  be  exhibited  in  a  Syllogism. 
But  this  confession  is  in  fact  a  surrender  of  the  syllogistic 
criterion,  as  a  means  of  discriminating  between  sound  and 
unsound  reasoning.  On  the  contrary,  nothing  is  easier  than 
to  exhibit  the  reasoning  in  a  Syllogism,  and  to  shew  thereby 


K^-aw.-r-j-.,"'-^--  ^^s^.w 


144 


APPENDIX. 


APPENDIX. 


145 


'™ 


I 


Ineptum  est  hoc  Sophisma.  1.  Quia  solvitur 
ambulando ;  quod  fecit  Diogenes ^  2.  Quoniam 
ex  ipsa  Hypothesi,  Dum  Testudo  quae  praecessit 
spatio  A,   conficit  ^  A,  Achilles   conficiet  2  A; 

that  the  fallacy  does  not  lie  in  the  form,  but  in  the  matter. 
Thus,  representing  the  whole  space  to  be  traversed  by  a, 

"  Any  space  equal  to  ^^  +  ^^  +  ^^  &c.  is  infinite,  (being 
the  sum  of  an  infinite  series.)  The  space  to  be  passed  before 
Achilles  overtakes  the  tortoise  is  equal  to  this  sum.  There- 
fore it  is  infinite." 

The  whole  logical  mystery  of  this  famous  fallacy  lies  in 
this,  that  the  major  premise  is  false.  The  sum  of  an  infinite 
series  may  be,  and  in  this  case  is,  finite.  This  premise  is 
equally  false,  whether  space  is  or  is  not  divisible  ad  infinitum. 
In  this  way  the  sophism  is  solved  by  Descartes,  Epist,  P.  I. 
Ep.  118.  On  the  metaphysical  question  connected  with  the 
matter  of  the  sophism,  see  Hegel,  Werke,  vol.  iii.  p.  218. 
xiii.  p.  294.  Fries,  System  der  Logik,  §.  J  09.  Herbart,  Ein- 
leitung  in  die  Philosophie,  §.  139.  Trendelenburg,  Logische 
XJjitersuchungen,  vol.  i.  p.  179.  The  solution  attempted  by 
Coleridge,  (Friend,  vol.  iii.  p.  93.)  is  refuted  by  Herbart. 

It  may  be  observed,  that  Aldrich  is  mistaken  as  regards 
Zeno's  object  in  this  sophism.  It  was  proposed  to  support 
the  leading  tenet  of  Parmenides,  of  the  unity  of  all  things,  by 
shewing  that  the  identity  of  rest  and  motion  is  a  necessary 
result  from  the  contrary  opinion.  It  does  not  appear,  however, 
that  Zeno  advanced  this  argument  seriously.  His  principal 
design  was  to  retort  the  ridicule  which  had  been  thrown  on 
the  doctrine  of  Parmenides,  by  involving  his  opponents  in 
the  same  absurdities  which  they  professed  to  find  in  his 
theory,  Cf.  Plato,  Farm.  p.  128.  Arist.  Soph.  Elench.  10.  2. 
33.  4.  Cousin.  Nouveaux  Fragments,  Zenon  d'EUe. 

y  The  solution  of  Diogenes  proves  nothing.  Zeno  contends 
that  reason  contradicts  the  evidence  of  the  senses.  Diogenes 
replies  that  the  evidence  of  the  senses  contradicts  that  of 
reason.     Who  denied  that? 


adeoque  statim  assequetur  earn,  et  antecedet\ 
Sed  hoc  (inquies)  in  casu  proposito  nunquam  fiet ; 
Recte;  Ne  enim  fiat,  in  ipso  proponendi  modo 
clam  inseritur  nova  conditio.  Nam  3.  Argumen- 
tum  aliis  verbis  hoc  dicit :  Si  Achillem  decuplo 
velociorem  praecesserit  Testudo ;  et  uterque  meo 
pergat  arbitratu;  Ego  perficiam  ne  Achilles  asse- 
quatur  Testudinem  :  Quare  prorsus  nunquam  asse- 
quetur. Quae  est  Fallacia  a  dicto  secundum  quid, 
ad  dictum  simpliciter, 

2.  Diodorus  Cronus,  quod  Sophismata  Stilponis 
non  solvisset,  exinde  0P09  appellatus  est*;  id  cog- 
nominis  aliunde  promeritus,  quod  ad  hunc  modum 
contra  Motum  disputaret.  Mobile  movetur  vel  in 
quo  est  loco,  vel  in  quo  non  est ;  At  neutrum  horum  ; 
Ergo  Non  omnino,  Unde  facete  ilium  lusit  Hero- 
philus,  qui  ut  luxatum  illi  humerum  restitueret 
rogatus.  Tuns  (inquit)  humerus  vel  in  quo  erat  loco 

•  The  futility  of  this  attempt  at  solution  might  have  been 
learned  from  Aristotle,  Soph.  Elench.  24.  5.  It  only  shews 
that  the  contradictory  assertion  rests  also  on  seemingly  valid 
reasoning;  whereas  the  duty  of  the  opponent  is  to  shew 
where  tlie  fallacy  of  Zeno's  reasoning  lies. 

•  The  facetious  Iambics  in  which  Diodorus  was  thus  ••  writ 
down  an  ass  "  are  as  follows  : 

lLp6v€  Ai68oi>p€f  Tis  (r€  datfiovav  ^cok^ 

*A0vfiia  ^vveipvaev 
"iv  avTOi  avTov  e/AjSaX?;?  els  rdprapoVj 

StiXttwvos  ov  Xixras  CTrq 
Alpiynaradrj ;  roiyap  €vp€$r]s  Kpovos 
''E^o)  yc  Tov  pa>  Kanrra  re. 
See  Diog.  Laert.  ii.  112. 
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existens  excidit,  vel  in  quo  non  erat.  Sed  neutrum 
horum;  Ergo  non  ornnino.  Diodori  argumento 
breviter  et  perspicue  respondet  Gassendus,  Quod 
movetur  rnoveri  a  loco  in  quo  erat,  per  locum  in 
quo  est  (sive  quern  pertransit),  ad  locum  in  quo 
nondum  est,  sed  futurum  est^ 

3.  Reciprocum  vocat  Argumentum  Gellius,  quod 
Graece  dicitur  '  AvrLaTpe(f)ov  :  cui  illustrando  con- 
ficta  est  Fabula  quae  Graecorum  vanitatem  olet. 
Narrant  enim  inter  Protagoram  et  Euathlum,  vel 
(ut  facetiae  locus  sit)  inter  Coracem  et  Tisiam* 
convenisse,  ut  hunc  ille  Dialecticam  doceret; 
idque  hac  lege,  ut  dimidium  mercedis  statim  ac- 

^  The  true  solution  of  the  sophism  of  Diodorus  is,  that  the 
disjunctive  premise  is  false.  **  The  place  where  a  body  is," 
is  contradictory  of  "the  place  where  a  body  is  not;"  as 
"Englishmen"  is  contradictory  of  *' not-Englishmen ;"  but 
"  moving  in  the  place  where  it  is,"  is  no  more  contradictory 
of  "moving  in  the  place  where  it  is  not,"  than  "an  army  com- 
posed of  Englishmen"  is  contradictory  of  "  an  army  composed 
of  not-Englishmen."  As  it  would  be  false  to  say,  "  Every  army 
must  be  composed  of  Englishmen  or  not-Englishmen,"  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  third  possibility  of  a  mixed  force ;  so  it  is 
false  to  say,  "  Every  body  must  move  in  the  place  where  it 
is,  or  in  the  place  where  it  is  not,"  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
third  possibility  of  moving  partly  in  the  one  and  partly  in 
the  other.  This  solution  is  substantially  given  by  Hobbes, 
Philosophia  Prima,  P.  II.  c.  8.  §.  11. 

•  The  story  is  told  of  Protagoras  and  Euathlus  by  Aulus 
Gellius,  V.  10.  and  by  Apuleius,  Florid,  iv.  18.;  of  Corax  and 
Tisias,  by  the  Scholiast  to  Homogenes,  Rhetores  Graci,  ed. 
Walz,  iv.  p.  1 3.  and  by  Suidas,  s.  v.  Kckov  K6paKos  k.  t.  X.  See 
also  Sext.  Empir.  adv.  Math.  II.  96.  Cf.  Menag.  ad  Diog. 
Laert.  ix.  56. 


ciperet ;  reliquum,  cum  discipulus  causam  vicisset. 
Primam  exinde  litem  cum  Discipulo  contestatus 
est  Magister,  cum  mercedis  reliquum  lege  peteret ; 
apud  Judices  vero  sic  agebat :  Ego  si  vicero,  Tisia, 
Tu  solves  ex  sententia,  sin  minus,  ex  pacto.;  utroque 
igitur  modo  solvendum  est.  Respondit  Tisias,  Ego 
nihil  solvo  ;  Tu  si  viceris,  ex  pacto  ;  sin  minus,  ex 
sententia.  Tanto  utrinque  acumine  perculsi  boni 
judices,  exclamarunt  Ka/coD  KopaKos  KaKov  «or, 
causamque  in  longissimum  diem  distulerunt. 

Ineptum  erat  Coracis  Dilemma  quia  potuit  tam 
bene  retorqueri.  Nihilominus  callide  agebat,  si  id 
Judices  vidissent.  Nam  cum  mercedem  inique 
peteret,  causa  cadere  debebat ;  Quamprimum  autem 
cecidisset,  ei  merces  ex  pacto  debebatur. 

§.6.  4.  Mentiens  qui  est  Graece  '^evBofxevos^,  Soph. 

^  ^  Elench. 

Chrysippi  Syllogismus  ne  ab  ipso  quidem  solutus,  25. 3. 
praeter  caeteros  insolubilis  habetur.     Eum  Cicero  ®vil  3.  s! 
sic  enuntiat :   Si  dicis   Te  mentiri,  et  verum  dicis, 
mentiris;    Sed   dicis   Te   mentiri,  et  verum   dicis; 
mentiris  igitur. 

^  This  Fallacy  is  attributed  to  Eubulides  of  Miletus.  See 
Laert.  ii.  138.  It  is  mentioned  by  Aristotle,  Eth.  Nic.  vii.  3.  8. 
and  consequently  must  be  older  than  Chrysippus.  For  some 
remarks  upon  it,  see  Hegel,  Gesch.  der  Philosophie,  Werke,  xiv. 
p.  116. 

«  Acad.  Qusest.  iv.  30.  Its  solution  is  obvious.  No  one  can 
lie  without  lying  about  something.  The  something  is  not 
stated  in  the  sophism.  The  question  as  it  stands  is  un- 
meaning.    Is  this  thing  very  like ?     Like  what? 
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Congrue  loquere,  Chrysippe,  et  intelliges  Te  vel 
nihil  prorsus,  vel  nihil  dicere  difficile.  Qui  se  dicit 
mentitum,  et  verum  dicit,  mentitus  est ;  Qui  menti- 
turum,  mentietur.  Horum  utrumque  verum  est,  et 
nemini  obscurum.  Sed  qui  ut  verum  simul  dicat 
et  mentiatur  dicit  unum  aliquid,  cujus  partes  sibi 
invicem  contradicunt,  is  nee  verum,  nee  falsum, 
sed  omnino  nihil  dicit :  quando  enim  sententiae 
pars  una  evertit  alteram,  tota  nihil  prorsus  signi- 
ficat,  sed  inaniter  strepit. 

'  Subtilius  disputare  videbantur  qui  sic  agebant. 
Cretenses  esse  mendaces  dicit  Epimenides  Creiensis, 
Mentitur  igitur ;  Ergo  Illi  sunt  veraces ;  Ergo  et 
Ille  verum  dicit;  Ergo  Illi  rursus  sunt  mendaces  &c. 
Sed  profecto  nihil  stultius  est  hoc  Argumento,  nisi 
vox  Cretenses  eos  ad  unum  omnes  significet,  et 
Omnis  mendax  quicquid  dicit  mentiatur ^ 

Videtur  hie  Mentiens  peperisse  subtilem  illam 
Scholasticorum  de  Insolubilibus  doctrinam.    '*  Nam 

talia  argumenta  (inquit  Occam)  non  possunt  fieri 

nisi  quando  actus  humanus  respicit  istum  termi- 

num  Falsum,  vel  aliquem  consimilem  affirmative; 
"  vel  hunc  terminum  Verum,  vel  aliquem  consimilem 
"negatived"  Esse  haec  Sophismaia  ante  dixerat; 
nee   vocari   Insolubilia,   "  quia   nullo   modo   solvi 

possunt,  sed  quia  cum  difficultate  solvuntur." 


<< 
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'  This  Fallacy  is  solved  by  Fries,  §.  109.  A  man  who  is 
always  a  liar  cannot  possibly  say  or  imply  '♦  I  lie ;"  for  this 
would  be  a  truth,  and  thus  he  would  not  be  always  a  liar. 

8  Occam,  Logica,  iii.  3.  cap.  45. 


Insolubilis  exemplum  sic  proponitur.     Incipiat 
Socrates  sic  loqui,  Socrates  dicit  falsum;  et  nihil 
amplius  loquatur  :    turn  interroget  aliquis,  utrum 
vera  an  falsa  sit  haec  propositio.     Respondeo,  nee 
veram  nee  falsam  esse,  sed  nihil  significare,  nisi 
aliquid  aliud  respiciat,  quod  a  Socrate  ante  dictum 
supponitur.     Qui  enim  profert  haec  verba,  Socrates 
dicit  falsum,  fert  judicium  de  die  to  Socratis  ;  qui- 
que  fert  judicium,  necessario  praesupponit  aliquid 
de  quo  judicet :  Unde  cum  sententia  pr^supponat 
objectum  suum,  clarum  est  eandem  numero  pro- 
positionem,  et  sententiam  et  ejus  objectum  esse 
non  posse.    Quare  et  Scholarum  subtilitas  hie  nihil 
proficit ;  nihilque  opus  est  plura  dicere  de  Insolu- 
bilibus. 

5.  Fallens  AiaXavedvcop^,  vel  ut  alii  AiaXeXTjOmy 
de  Juramento  ludit  sicut  Mentiens  de  nuda  affirma- 
tione.  E.  g.  Qui  jurat  se  falsum  jurare  et  falsum 
jurat,  vere  jurat.  Quare  eodem  fere  modo  quo 
Mentiens  explicatur. 

6.  7.  6.  7.  Obvelatus,  alio  nomine  Electra,  estsoph. 
Fallacia  a  dicto  secundum  Quid  ad  dictum  ^imptt'2i,2. 
citer.     Nam  coUigere  pertendit,  quod  et  Patrem 

»>  The  A,a\avedv<ov  is  probably  a  similar  Fallacy  to  the  Electra 
and  the  Obvelatus.  The  honour  of  its  invention  is  divided 
between  Eubulides  and  Diodorus  Cronus.  The^  example 
given  by  Aldrich  is  a  mere  conjecture  of  Gassendi's.  For  a 
discussion  of  this  and  the  following  fallacies,  see  Hegel. 
Gesch,  der  Philos.  Werke,  xiv.  p.  119. 
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Filius  et  Soror  Fratrem,  h.  e.  Electra  Orestem 
prorsus  nesciat,  si  eundem  velo  obductum  se  nescire 
fateatur'. 

8.  9.  AcERVALis  et  CalvusJ,  sunt  ejusdem  Sophis- 
matis  duo  tantum  Exempla.  V.  g.  Si  rogatus  a 
Sophista,  neges  te  Calvum  fieri  amisso  crine  uno 
duobus,  tribus,  et  sic  deinceps  ad  99,  sed  amissis 
centum  concedas ;  vel  eodem  modo  neges  99  grana 
Acervum  esse,  centum  autem  esse  fatearis;  con- 
cludet  ille  grano  unico  adjecto  Acervum  fieri; 
crine  unico  amisso,  Calvitiem.  Facile  autem  re- 
spondetur,  Unum  centesimum  non  esse  Unicum; 
nam   est   Unum   cum  nonaginta  novem.    Vel  si 
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'  The  Fallacy  of  the  Electra   is   founded  on  Sophocles, 
Elect.  1222.     It  is  given  as  follows  by  Lucian,  Vit.  Auct. 

§.    22.   irapearaTos  yap    avrfi    rov    "Opearov    crt    dyvaros,    oUe   iitv 
'Opearrjv,   ort    a5€X(^6ff    ainijs-    on   5«  ovroff  'Opfanyy,  dyvofl     The 

Obvelatus  is  of  similar  character.     XPY2.  "Up  aoi  napaar^aas 

Tti/A  €yK€Ka\vfi^€Pou,  eptofiai,  rodrop  olaOa;  ri  (J>j](T€Ls  ;  AFO.  AiyXaSiJ 
aypo€lp.  XPY2.  'AXXa  /xei/  avrbi  oirros  ^p  6  Trarrjp  6  aosy  «ore  €i  tovtop 
dypo€is,  dfjXos  €i  top  Trarepa  top  (top  dypoa}p.  Another  variety  of  the 
same  sophism  will  be  found  in  Aristotle,  Soph.  Elench.  24.  2. 
where  it  is  classed  under  the  Fallacia  Accidentis.  Diogenes 
Laertius,  ii.  §.  108.  attributes  the  Electra  and  Obvelatus  to 
Eubulides,  as  well  as  the  Acervus,  Cornutus,  and  Calvus. 

i  These  two  Fallacies,  which  are  in  fact  but  one  under 
different  names,  are  alluded  to  by  Horace,  Ep.  ii.  1.  45.  and 
by  Persius,  Sat.  vi.  80.  The  Acervus  is  frequently  called 
SoHtes,  (cf.  Cic.  Acad.  Quasi,  iv.  16.  De  Divin,  ii.  Jl.  Diog. 
Laert.  II.  108.)  but  must  not  be  confounded  with  the  series 
of  syllogisms  of  the  same  name.  For  the  history  of  the  . 
name  Sontes  in  these  two  applications,  see  Hamilton,  Lectures 
on  Logic,  I.  p.  375. 
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mavis  sic;  Fit  Acervus,  grano  uno,  sed  adjecto; 
adeoque  non  unico,  sed  cum  pluribus  aliis.  Fit 
Calvities  crine  uno,  sed  post  multos  alios,  amisso. 

10.  CoRNUTUS  et  Ceratinus,  Ceratine,  Ceratis,  et 
Ceras^  dicitur  Sophisma  illud  ante  memoratum. 
Quod  non  amisisti  habes  &c.  Quae  est  Petitio 
Principii ;  nam  supponit  Te  cornua  habuisse. 

Ineptissima  haec  Fallacia  plus  acuminis  praefert 
juxta  veterem  Disputandi  modum  rogando  pro- 
posita.  Erit  enim  fortasse,  qui  rogatus.  Quod  non 
amiserit,  utrum  habeat  necne?  non  intelligat  se 
captum  iri,  si  simpliciter  respondeat;  sive  habere 
se,  sive  non  habere  dicat.  Nam  eum  adiget 
Sophista,  ut  vel  se  habere  Cornua,  vel  non  habere 
Oculos  fateatur. 

11.  Acutus  sibi  videbatur  Menedemus  (Eretri- 
ensis  scil.  quem  ipco-TiKcoraTOP  appellat  Laertius) 
quum  ad  hunc  modum  nugaretur.  Diversum, 
a  Diverse  Diversum  est;  Prodesse  est  a  Bono 
Diversum ;  Prodesse  igitur  non  est  Bonum  ^ 
Quae  est  crassa  et  putida  ^quivocatio ;  et  nihil 
amplius. 

§.8.  12.  Crocodilus^  a  Chrysippo  inventus, 
qui  ad  Fallaciam  Consequents  revocari  poterit, 
sic  proponitur.     Surripuerat  infantem  Crocodilus; 


^  See  Laertius,  vii.  187.  Gellius,  N.  A,  xvi.  2. 

'  Diog.  Laert.  ii.  134. 

n»  This  Fallacy  is  given  at  length  by  Lucian,  Vit.  Auct.  §.  22. 
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redditurum  se,  hac  lege  pollicitus,  ut  divinet.  mater, 
utrum  apud  se  reddere  an  non  reddere  constituent. 
Si  dicat  mater  Non  reddere  ;  mentietur  si  infantem 
receperit :   Si  dicat  reddere ;  non  reddet  quia  hoc 
est  falsum.      Quamobrem    Chrysippus   nihil  esse 
putat  difflcilius  quum  responsum  matri  suggerere. 
Nee  injuria,  si  lubricum  putet  divinare ;   sed  im- 
merito,  si   in   hoc  (ut  videtur)  hsereat.  Quod  si 
puerum    Crocodilus     non     reddere     constituerit, 
quamvis  id  Mater  divinaverit  non  reddet :    quasi 
consilium   quod    primum    intenderat   Crocodilus, 
postquam    indicatum    est,   repudiare    non    possit,' 
et   ex   pacto   non    debeat :    nam  si  Mater  recte' 
divinaverit,  recepto  puero,  non  mentitur  ilia,  sed 
consilium  mutat  Crocodilus. 

13.   Metens   Qepi^mv   qui  vocatur,  ita  placuit 
Zenoni  Stoico,  ut  Sophistae  a  quo  eum  didicerat 
duplum  pactas  mercedis  numeraret.     Proponente 
Ammonio "  sic  se  habet.    Si  messurus  es,  nonfortasse 
metes,  fortasse  non  metes,  sed  metes  omnino;  Pariter, 
si  non  messurus  es,  non  fortasse  metes,  fortasse  non 
metes,  sed  prorsus  non  metes.     Atqui  vel  metere  te, 
vel  non  metere,  necessarium  est ;  peril  igitur  For- 
tasse, quod  in  neutra  hypothesi  locum  habet.    Fortu- 
natum  Sophistam!  qui  mercede  dupla  hunc  fumum 
vendidit;     Vel  hoc,  vel  illud  evenire  est  necesse ; 
Quare  hoc  et  non   illud  necessario  eventurum  est. 


'  Indelntsrp.  sect.  9.  cap.  10.  f.  91.  b.  ed.  1546.  Cf.  Menage 
art  Laert.  vii.  26. 


Nihil  amplius  dicit  qui  sic  dixerit,  Ut  vel  metas 
vel  non  metas  est  necesse:  Ergo  Vel  necessario  metes 
vel  necessario  non  metes.  Breviter,  haec  FaUacia 
Divisionis  est ;  nam  in  Antecedents  Modus  Neces- 
sario, non  tribuitur  nisi  toti  Disjunctivae ;  sed  in 
Consequente  dicitur  de  ejusdem  membris  seorsim 

acceptis. 

14.  Ignava  Ratio  vel  'Apyos  Aoyos  appellatur", 
qui  si  valeat  nihil  est  omnino  quod  agamus  in  vita. 
V.  g.  Si  Fatum  est  cegroto  convalescere,  sive  medicum 
adhibuerit  sive  non  adhibuerit,  convalescet :  Pariter, 
si  illi  Fatum  est   non  convalescere,  sive  medicum 
adhibuerit,  sive  non  adhibuerit,  non  convalescet ;  et 
alterutrum  Fatum  est ;  medicum  ergo  adhibere  nihil 
attinet.    Lepide  respondit  Chrysippus  posse  esse 
Confatalia    adhibere   medicum    et    convalescere: 
Quemadmodum  et  Zeno,  quando   servum  furem 
verberabat,   Furari    sibi    Fatum    esse    dicenti,   et 
Vapulare  respondit.      Sed  commodius  dici  vide- 
tur. Si  sit  Fatum,  hoc  valere  argumentum ;  idque 
vel  solum   sufficere  ne  Fatum  esse  concedamus. 
Argumentum  hocce  et  quae  praecedunt  pp.  145, 
146.     N°.  2.  et  3.  ex   Dilemmatis  legibus  facile 
solvuntur. 

§.  9.  Plura  sunt  apud  Autores  Inexplicabilium 
Rationum  nomina;  quorum  exempla  Gassendus 
quia  nusquam  invenisset,  ipse  reperit.  Verum  ea 
relinquimus  studiosis;    quibus  etiam  consulto  est 

«  See  Cicero,  de  Fato,  c.  12. 
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Soph. 
Elench. 
22.  12. 


relictum,  ut  quae  sunt  hactenus  explicata,  illi 
explicent  in  Syllogismos  conversa.  Exempla  Gas- 
sendi  ne  desiderent  qui  libro  carent,  non  pigebit 
exscribere. 

Dominans,  Kvpcevayv.  Themistoclis  filius  nee 
Graecis  imperat,  nee  de  imperando  cogitat :  Verum 
imperat  Matri,  quae  imperat  Themistocli,  qui 
Graeeis  imperat ;  Dominatur  itaque  Grsecis,  et  non- 
dominatur^. 

Conficiens  Uepalvcov.  Multum  itineris  conficit, 
et  non  conficit  Canis,  qui  in  rota  gradiens  totum 
diem,  ex  eodem  tamen  loco  non  recedit. 

Superpositus  vel  Superlatims/Y7r€p0€TiKO9%  Soriti 
forte  affinis ;  Ut  si  roges  quota  sit  palea,  qu«  si 
mulo  super-imponatur  ille  oneri  succumbat  ? 

Nullus,  OiJtl9.  Homo  in  Communi  nee  est  hie, 
nee  ille,  nee  alius  homo  singularis.  Ergo  Nullus\ 

P  The  anecdote  is  mentioned,  but  without  any  reference  to 
this  fallacy,  by  Plutarch,  De  Lib.  Educ.  c.  2.  Apophthegm.^ 
p.  185.  Vit.  Cat.  Maj.  c.  8.  The  Fallacy  Kvp.,i^.  is  men- 
tioned by  several  writers,  but  not  fully  explained  by  any 
Cf.  Arrian,  Epicteti  Dissert,  ii.  19.  Lucian.  Vit.  Auct.  c.  22. 
Plutarch,  Sympos.  I.  i.  6.  Gellius,  NocU  Att,  I.  2.  For  a 
discussion  concerning  it,  see  W.  A.  Butler,  Lectures  on  Ancient 
Philosophy,  1.  p.  414.  It  probably  derived  its  name  rather 
from  Its  supposed  dignity  as  an  argument  than,  as  Gassendi 
conjectures,  from  the  mention  of  a  ruler.  The  same  may  be 
said  of  the  U^paivav  or  conclusive  sophism. 

«»  This  conjecture  of  Gassendi's  is  founded  on  the  old 
reading  of  Epictetus,  Diss.  III.  2.  6 ;  where  however  for 
v^^perr^Koi,,  we  should  probably  read  inoe.r.Kov,.  See  Schweig- 
hseuser's  note,  Epict.  tom.  ii.  pars  2.  p.  615. 

'  This  sometimes  appears  in  another  form,  as  one  of  the 


Vel  ut  tritum  Sophisma :  Quod  Ego  sum,  Tu  non 
es ;  Ego  sum  homo :  Ergo  Tu  non  es\  Vel  denique 
ut'chrysippus.  Qui  est  Megaris,  non  est  Athenis ; 
Horn  est  Megaris  ;  Ergo  Homo  non  est  Athenis'. 

Subjicit  Gassendus  ex  Laertio^  has  Chrysippi 
Ro^atiunculas.  1.  Qui  non  initiatis  indicat  mys- 
teria,  impie  agit.  Sed  hoe  faeit  Hierophantes ; 
Ergo  Impie  agit.  2.  Est  quoddam  caput ;  Id  Tu 
non  habes ;  Ergo  Caput  non  habes.  3.  Id  quod 
loqueris  ex  ore  tuo  egreditur :  Currum  loqueris ; 
Ergo  Currus  ex  ore  tuo  egreditur. 

§.  10.  Non  temperaturos  sibi  Juvenes  satis  scio 
quin  dissiliant  risu,  ubi  haee  tarn  futilia  intellexerint 
a  gravissimis  Philosophis  serio  fuisse  proposita ;  et 
Veteribus  adeo  difficilia  haberi,  ut  Philetas  Cous 

various  expositions  of  the  celebrated  Fallacy  of  the  tertius 
homo,  alluded  to  by  Aristotle,  Soph.  Elench.  22.  12.  Metaph. 
i.  9.  3.  It  is  given  by  Alexander,  Schol.  p.  314.  b.  42.  In 
the  proposition,  Mp<oiT09  mptnaTel,  the  subject  is  not  the  Pla- 
tonic airoduepamos.  who  is  immoveable,  nor  yet  any  individual 
man ;  therefore  there  is  a  third  man,  distinct  from  the  Idea 
and  from  the  individuals.  Several  other  forms  of  this  Fallacy 
are  given  by  Alex,  in  Metaph.  p.  6-2.  ed.  Bonitz.  Cf.  Brandis, 
deperditis  Aristotelis  Ubris,  p.  18.  Cousin,  de  la  Metaphysiqm 
dAristote,  p.  164.     Bonitz  in  Arist.  Met.  990.  b.  15. 

8  See  Gellius,  N.  A.  xviii,  13. 

t  Ammonius  ad  Categ.  Arist.  f.  58.  oi  OUnB^s  irap<Aoyi<rp,o\ 
Karh  r6u  nap'  'Opffpco  'Obvaam,  iv  Katp^  O^rip  iavrhu  KaKeaavra, 
O^ivo,  TrapaXoyto-fioC  TrapaSfiy^a.  E?  ris  iariv  iv  *A^^mi9,  o^os  o{>k 
tani,  iv  mydpoLS'  Mp<onos  bi  cVriv  €V  'ABIjvais'  t^vepioiros  &pa  oIk 
ttmv  iv  Mfyapotff. 

«  vii.  186,  187. 


if 
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praeceptor  Ptolemaei  Philadelphi  solius  Mentientis 
exphcandi  studio  confectus  interierit\  Quamvis 
autem  Aristotelis  beneficio,  videantur  ista  ut  sunt 
levia,  in  iis  tamen  prompte  atque  artificiose  sol- 
vendis  non  inutiliter  sese  Juvenes  exercebunt- 
nam  in  gravissimis  Disputationibus,  h«c  eadem 
recocta  Novae  praesertim  Philosophic  cultores 
saepissime  reponunt. 

V.  g.  Gassendus  Vacuum  quod  appellat  disse^ 
minatum  eodem  fere  Sophismate  demonstrare  per- 
tendit,  quo  olim  Zeno  contra  motum  utebatur: 
Suamque  Hobbius  de  Necessitate  sententiam  iisdem 
propugnat  Fallaciis  quibus  Fatum  Stoici :  aliaque 
plurima  hujus  generis,  quae  sunt  Nobis  praetereunda, 
studiosis  inter  legendum  occurrent. 

Fefellit  Virum  satis  alias  perspicacem  hcc  se- 
quela,  quae  in  Ambiguis  distinguendis  versatum 
mmime  (opinor)  fefellisset;  Possum  datw  peri- 
phevKB  trientem  exhibere^ ;  Possum  igitur  datam 
peripheriam  trisecare:  cuj us  falsi tatem  ipsa  Praxis 
redarguit;  neque  enim  trientem  exhibuit,  sed 
altenus  circuli  peripheriam  trienti  parem :  h.  e. 
non  trientem  ipsum,  sed  trientis  valorem:  Paria 
fecisset  qui  oblatum  sibi  solidum  trisecturus,  ne 
attrectato  quidem  solido  porrexisset  drachmam^ 

*  See  AthensDus,  Deiptu  ix.  64. 
jDat.  penmen,  trientem.     Aldrich  appears  to  have  mis- 
^ken   he  problem.     There  is  no  difficulty  in  trisecting  the  • 
-.  r.  eucumfere.rce  of  a  circle,  which  may  be  done  by  in- 
scnbmg   an    equilateral   triangle,   (Euclid  iv.  ^.)     The  true 


§.11.  VoLENTEM  hie  desinere  pungit  scrupulus, 
qui  nonnullos  hodie  Mathematicos  male  habet. 
Nam  in  Demonstrationibus  quibusdam,  Conclu- 
sionem  ex  sui  Contradictoria,  per  legitimas  neces- 
sariasque  consequentias  directe  inferri  volunt. 
Quod  si  ita  sit,  miror  a  Veteribus,  praesertim 
Scepticis  non  fuisse  aniraadversum ;  quippe  hoc 
date  tota  ruat  Logica  necesse  est. 

Dicunt  tamen  Theodosium  demonstrasse  quod 
si  Maris  superficies  non  est  Sphcerica,  est  Sphcerica. 
Varum  ille  nihil  tale  demonstravit ;  sed  tantum 
Maris  superficiem  si  nondum  esset,fore  Sphcericam: 
siquid  enim  emineat  (inquit)  illud  statim,  ex  natura 
humidi,  subsidet  :  Unde  si  Maris  superficies  sit  (ut 
non  est)  inaequalis,^^^  perfecte  Sphaerica. 

Videamus  aliud  Exemplum.  Sunto  numeri  duo 
insequales,  et  inter  se  primi ;  Dico  quod  eorum 
differentia  ad  minorem  prima  est.  Esto  enim 
numerus  aliquis  qui  metitur  minorem;  idemque 
metiatur  differentiam  :  Ergo  metitur  eorum  sum- 
mam  ;  Ergo  metitur  majorem,  huic  summae  parem ; 
Ergo  non  metitur  mifiorem. 

Possum  hoc  loco  dicere  quod  mendose  colligitur; 
siquis  enim  numerus  minorem  metiatur  ex  sup- 
problem  is  to  trisect  an  angle,  or  the  arc  subtending  a  given 
angle.  The  solution  to  which  Aldrich  alludes  appears  to 
have  been  of  this  kind.  If  an  arc  be  drawn  subtending  a 
given  angle  with  a  radius  =  a,  and  another  with  a  radius 
=  J  a,  the  latter  arc  =  J  of  the  former.  But  the  larger  arc 
is  not  thereby  trisected.  For  the  materials  of  this  note  I  am 
indebted  to  Professor  De  Morgan. 
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posito,  et  majorem  ex  demonstrate ;  colligendum 
erat  datos  esse  inter  se  compositos,  quod  est  contra 
Hypothesin,  Verum  ne  pluribus  exemplis  sim 
molestus,  malo  generale  responsum.  Dico  igitur. 
Quod  nulla  hujusmodi  Demonstratio  supponit 
solam  suae  Conclusionis  Contradictoriam ;  sed  quae- 
libet  cum  Contradictoria  ponit  aliquid  quod  earn 
evertit ;  et  evertere,  demonstrando  ostendit  Quare 
Conclusionem  non  infert  ex  ejus  Contradictoria; 
sed  ex  Contradictoria  cum  Contradictorise  ever- 
siva :  quod  si  faciat  nihil  mirum.  Nam  Si  Socrates 
V.  g.  est  homo,  et  irrationalis,  tum  Si  est  homo,  non 
est  homo :  Et  Si  Socrates  est  mortuus,  et  scit  se  esse 
mortuum,  tum  Si  est  mortuus  non  est  mortuus: 
Et  Universaliter,  Si  et  hcec  est  vera  et  quce  hanc 
evertit :  tum  Si  hcec  est  vera,  non  est  vera :  quibus 
omnibus  inest  una  quae  est  prorsus  nulla  difR- 
cultas,  Ubi  enim  Hypothesis  evertit  suppo- 
sitionem,  quidni  ex  Hypothesi  sequatur,  quod 
Suppositioni  contradicit  ? 
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ON  THE  PREDICABLES. 


It  has  been  already  observed  that  the  ordinary 
logical  account  of  the  Predicables,  even  in  its  least 
objectionable  form,  as  it  occurs  in  the  Isagoge  of  Por- 
phyry, cannot  be  consistently  maintained,  except  upon 
Realist  principles.  By  this  is  meant,  that  there  are 
portions  of  that  account  altogether  untenable,  except  on 
the  supposition  that  Genera  and  Species  are  not  mere 
conceptions  of  the  human  mind,  but  have  an  independent 
existence  in  Nature.  Whether  they  are  to  be  regarded 
as  existing  separately,  as  in  the  Platonic  theory  of  ideas, 
or  in  the  individuals,  according  to  the  view  sometimes 
attributed  to  Aristotle,  (for  both  these  opinions  had  their 
advocates  among  the  Schoolmen',)  is  in  this  respect 
immaterial ;  though  it  may  be  observed  by  the  way,  that 
of  the  various  modifications  to  which  Realism  has  at 
different  times  been  subjected,  the  Platonic  hypothesis 
is  by  far  the   most   consistent   and   intelligible.     The 

*>  Both  were  early,  almost  simultaneous,  developments  of  the  scholastic 
Realism,  appearing  as  soon  as  the  Nominalism  of  RosceUn  compelled  the 
antagonist  doctrines  to  assume  a  definite  form.  The  Platonic  theory  was 
advocated  by  Bernard  of  Chartres;  the  other,  ultimately  the  prevailing 
doctrine,  found  its  earliest  scholastic  supporter  in  William  of  Champeaux. 
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points  which  may  be  considered  as  especially  demanding 
the  Realist  hypothesis  are, 

1.  The  admission,  under  any  definition,  of  an  Injima 
Species. 

2.  The  definition  frequently  adopted  of  such  Species 
as  being  the  whole  essence  of  the  individuals  of  which  it 
is  predicated. 

3.  The  assumption  that  every  such  Species  has  one 
absolute  differentia,  convertible  with  the  Species,  and 
serving  to  distinguish  it  from  every  other. 

It  is  not  asserted  that  these  views  were  held  by  none 

but  professed  Realists.     The  first,  indeed,  may  be  traced 

to  Aristotle,  who  has  by  different  writers  been  regarded 

as  a  Realist,  a  Conceptualist,  and  a  Nominalist,  in  the 

strictest  sense  ^;  it  is  also  to  be  found  in  Porphyry,  who 

in  the  commencement  of  his  treatise  proclaims  himself 

neutral :  and  it  was  subsequently  adopted  by  the  scholastic 

Nominalists  ^     The  second  is  held  by  Boethius,  who,  as 

far  as  he  had  any  definite  views,  rather  inclines  to  Con- 

ceptualism^;  and  the  third,  though  not  formally  established 

in  the  schools  till  the  time  of  Aquinas,  was  afterwards 

adopted  by  Nominalists  and  Realists  indifferently «.    But 

this  does  not  prove  the  compatibility  of  the  doctrines, 

but  only  the  inconsistency  of  their  holders.    The  Realist, 

when  pressed  to  declare  why  he  has  fixed  the  Injima 


•>  See  Hamilton  on  Reid,  p.  405. 

«  Abelard,  ed.  Cousin,  p.  537.  Occam,  Logic,  pt.  i.  chap.  21. 

^  Boethii  Opera,  p.  72. 

•  The  Porphyrian  definition  of  man, "  Animal  rationale  mortale,"  was 
adopted  by  the  earlier  Schoolmen,  Abelard,  Albertus  Magnus,  and  Petrus 
Hispanus;  though  sometimes  with  the  saving  clause,  that  it  must  be 
understood  with  reference  to  the  Stoical  notions  of  the  Gods.  Aquinas 
was  the  first  who  expelled  tJie  Genus  animal  rationale  from  the  Arbor 
Porphyriana,  and,  limiting  rationality  to  men,  distinguished  Angels  as 
inteUectuales.  Cf.  Summa,  P.  i.  Qu.  Iviii.  3.  Opusc.  xlviii.  Tract.  1.  cap.  4. 
Tract.  2.  cap.  3. 
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Species  at  Homo,  has  an  obvious  and  sufficient  answer. 
I  did  not  make  the  world,  he  might  say.  Substances, 
universal  as  well  as  singular,  exist  independently  of 
me :  I  state  facts  as  I  find  them,  and  am  not  bound  to 
determine  why  they  are  so.  But  let  a  Conceptualist  or 
Nominalist*^  talk  of  a  Lowest  Species,  and  he  is  refuted 
at  once  by  his  own  fundamental  doctrine.  The  several 
Species  are  our  own  creation,  as  abstract  ideas,  or  as 
significations  of  words.  You  have  no  right  arbitrarily 
to  declare  that  you  will  form  complex  conceptions  thiis 
low  and  no  lower  ;  or,  at  least,  if  you  fix  such  limits  for 
your  own  convenience,  you  have  no  right  to  impose  the 
same  restriction  on  others. 

The  same  remarks  apply  to  the  theory  of  an  absolute 
differentia,  such  as  rationale,  predicable  of  all  men  and 
of  none  but  men,  and  serving  to  distinguish  that  species, 
not  from  some  other  given  species,  but  from  all  others 
whatever.     Porphyry,  as  has  been  before  observed,  ad- 


4H^ 

VR  1 


'  Between  Nominalism  and  Conceptualism  there  is  no  real  difierence, 
unless  in  conjunction  with  the  latter  we  maintain  the  power  of  the  mind 
to  form  Universal  notions,  unaided  by  verbal  or  other  symbols.  And  even 
then,  all  Nominalism  will  be  Conceptualism,  though  all  Conceptualism 
will  not  be  Nominalism.  For  Universals  can  only  be  identified  with  names 
by  considering  these  as  the  signs  of  notions.  Yet  Nominalism  has  been 
accused  as  destructive  of  all  Philosophy,  and  that  by  the  advocates  of 
Conceptualism.  But  the  fundamental  error  of  Hobbes  and  his  followers 
is  not  their  doctrine  of  Universal  Terms,  but  their  theory  of  the  import  of 
Propositions.  The  two,  however,  are  not  necessarily  connected.  We  may 
adopt  Locke's  theory  of  abstract  ideas,  without  maintaining  with  him  that 
knowledge  is  the  perception  of  the  agreement  or  diagreement  of  two 
ideas ;  and  we  may  hold  that  general  notions  require  the  aid  of  language, 
without  maintaining  vnth  Hobbes,  that  truth  and  falsehood  depend  on 
names,  or  with  Condillac,  that  science  is  only  a  language  well  constructed. 
But,  not  to  argue  this  point  here,  we  may  observe,  that  the  Scholastic 
Nominalists,  at  least  Abelard  and  Occam,  were  Conceptualists.  With 
regard  to  Koscelin,  it  is  hardly  fair,  upon  the  slight  notices  we  possess  of 
his  views,  to  identify  his  Nominalism  with  that  of  Hobbes,  whom  Leibnitz 
rightly  calls  plusquam  Nominalis.  No  one  can  suppose  Abelard's  deductio 
ad  absurdum  to  be  a  fair  statement  of  Roscelin's  views. 
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mits  only  a  relative  differentia.     His  definition  of  man 

is  $a>ov  KoyiMv  Qvr)Tov ;  rational  being  the  differentia  of  man 

when  compared  with  brutes;  mortal,  when  compared  with 

the  godsK.     But  if  either  of  these  attributes  be  selected 

as  the  differentia  of  man  absolutely,  we  must  again  have 

recourse  to  Realism  to  justify  the  position.    If  species  are 

made  by  Nature,  they  may  have  been  so  framed  that  each 

has  a  peculiar  characteristic  shared  by  no  other.     How 

'  this  can  be  proved  to  be  the  case  is  another  question ; 

but  there  is  no  a  priori  impossibility  in  the  supposition. 

But  if  the  species   is  but  a  conception  formed  by  the 

mind,  what  is  to  hinder  us  from  forming  four  complex 

notions  abc,  abd,  acd,  bcd^  of  which  iio  p4urt  i$  a  dif- 

ferentia  absolutely   and  per  $e^  though  c  diaiingui^hos 

the  first  from  the  second,  b  the  first  from  the  third»  aiid 

a  the  first  from  the  fourth  ? 

With  regard  to  the  doctnne  of  ih<!  Infiroa  Specie» 
being  the  whole  essence  of  the  individujilg  of  which  it 
is  predicated,  the  case  is  still  clearer;  inaxmuch  as  thh 
language  was  expressly  niaiutaiii«d  b^  Uic  Kealisl»,  aiid 
expressly  repudiated  by  the  XominaliJMj^.  Ii  is  mw  that 
it  is  previously  to  be  found  in  Binthiii»;  hut  here  his 
authority  is  of  little  value;  a»  he  a|>]>oar«  id  the  cliaracter 
of  an  interpreter  rather  than  of  a  critic,  and  docs  not 
seem  to  have  formed  any  decided  opinion  of  his  own. 
In  one  of  his  eoniuiontariea  on  Porphyry  he  u»e*  the 
language  of  Ucnlism  ;  in  the  other,  he  ik  a  profesacd 
Coneeptualisi''.  But  even  had  his  x'wns  been  more 
definite  iu  favour  of  the  latter  hypotboiaia,  it  would  only 
shew  that   he   admitted  detail»  into  his  »y*tcin  ineon- 

I  T>uiK<)gt>,  iii*  10. 

^  Cooiia,  Charrmt*  a'AUkrd.  Intr>l«etkiD.  pw  <e*  Covdu^  i«inwkf 
mf  yutly  m^forM  87  Bmt.  i^rt  vc.  d^  I^ftitim^ktii,  a.  p.  418. 
Wmumk  {AUUrd^  i.  ^  MO.)  toktft  %  mcvxj  UxonnXU  Tiew,  V«t  alkv* 
Hun  Ubo  opiniMi  of  DtethAi»  hUMA#tf  in  nc4  decidedly  «rfvvn^ 


sistent,  if  pushed  to  their  ultimate  consequences,  with  its 
main  positions. 

In  treating  the  doctrine  of  Predicables,  two  alter- 
natives are  open  to  the  modern  Logician.  Either  he 
may  take  the  scholastic  language  as  he  finds  it,  and 
explain  it  with  reference  to  the  theories  oti  which  it 
was  originally  founded ;  warning,  however,  at  the  same 
time  his  readers  or  hearers,  that  the  supposed  Real 
Essences  are  deserving  of  the  same  amount  of  belief 
as  the  Deities  of  Heathen  Mythology,  or  the  Sylphs, 
Gnomes,  and  Salamanders  of  the  Rosicrucians ;  or  he 
ifiay  adopt  u  theory  of  Univer?«ils  in  conformity  with 
Ti€w«  oiinreut  in  luodeni  philo^^ophy,  and  tximudtjl  the 
whole  account  of  Uic  predicables  «o  a$  lo  make  it 
conaistent  therewith.  But  any  aueapl  at  a  compromise 
between  tlie  two,  any  explanation  uf  ancient  language 
«pen  modem  hy|»otli€}ies  can  produce  nothing  bet  in- 
eottftisteney  in  Uie  Te«€her  and  confusion  in  tlie  RipU. 
In  the  (\t*X  place»  such  <!X])lauation,  even  where  most 
sa(i^aetor>'y  id  founded  merely  on  analogy^  and  henoe 
will  rather  aliew  what  the  doctrines  expounded  ought 
to  have  been,  according  to  roodcm  criticism,  than  what 
tbey  acuially  were.  In  the  second  place»  the  analog}* 
ID  some  important  pnrtieulnn<  will  fail  entirely,  and 
the  exceptional  eases  nuist  either  by  some  unnatural 
diltortion  be  forced  under  th<*  given  ela^^ificution^  or 
be  excluded  altogether,  to  the  s(criou9  detriment  of  the 
completenea^  of  die  theory. 

To  adopt  tlien  the  fir*t  mode  of  explanation.  We  will 
siippoi»e  that  Genera  and  Species  are  ttthsianctSy  having 
a  real  existence  iudepeudenily  of  us,  and  cognisable  as 
to  their  uatun;,  no  inatler  how,  by  tlie  human  inind.  Of 
these  universal  substances,  some  arc  more  extensare, 
others  less  so^  the  limits  at  both  extremities  being  fixed 
by  nature,  and  tlie  nuuilKirs  in  each  degree  itcttlcd  and 


if  if 
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unalterable.     The  higher  enter  into  the  composition  of 
the  lower,  the  lowest  not  contributing  to  form  any  other 
Universal,  but  susceptible  of  Accidents,  from  which  union 
are  formed  various  Individuals.     Man,  for  example,  is 
a  lowest  species:   to  this  are  added  certain  accidental 
modifications   which   form   Socrates,  and   at  the   same 
time   others   which    form    Plato.      These   modifications 
excepted,  there   is   nothing  in    Socrates  which   is  not 
at  the  same  time  in  Plato,  nor  in  Plato,  which  is  not 
at  the  same  time  in   Socrates \     Moreover,  from  these 
Universal  Substances,  or  rather  from  the  distinctive  por- 
tion of  each,  certain  qualities  fiow^  or  are  produced  as 
effect  from  cause.     Others,  not  connected  by  causation, 
are  found  in  the  individuals  of  this  or  that  Species,  some 
universally  in  all,  others  partially,  in  some  individuals 
only. 

From  a  series  of  assumptions  of  this  kind,  the  expo- 
sition of  the  Realist  doctrine  of  Predicables  is  easy.  And 
this,  or  some  other  of  the  various  phases  of  Scholastic 
Realism,  must  of  necessity  be  assumed,  if  our  intention 
is  to  explain  an  old  theory,  not  to  construct  a  new  one. 

On  the  other  hand,  we  have  the  modern  Logician 
expounding  somewhat  in  the  following  style.  Genera 
and  Species  have  no  existence  a  parte  Rei,  but  are 
notions  formed  by  the  mind  from  observing  certain 
points  of  similarity  in  different  individuals.  But  simi- 
larity must  not  be  confounded  with  identity.    The  image 

'  "  Homo  qusBdam  Species  est,  res  una  essentialiter,  cui  adveniunt 
formaB  quaedam  et  efficiunt  Socratem:  illam  eamdem  essentialiter  eodem 
modo  informant  formaB  facientes  Platonem  et  cetera  indi vidua  homiuis ; 
nee  aliquid  est  in  Socrate,  praeter  illas  formas  informantes  illam  materiam 
ad  faciendum  Socratem,  quin  illud  idem  eodem  tempore  in  Platone  infor- 
matum  sit  formis  Platonis.  Et  hoc  intelligunt  de  singulis  spefciebus  ad  • 
individua  et  de  generibus  ad  species."  Pseudo-Abelard,  de  Gen.  et  Spec, 
ed.  Cousin,  p.  513.  This  was  the  first  doctrine  of  William  of  Champeaux. 
Other  expositions  of  Realism  might  be  given. 


and  superscription  on  two  coins  may  present  no  dis- 
cernible marks  of  distinction  from  each  other ;  but  if  on 
that  account  we  say  that  they  are  the  same,  we  employ 
the  word  in  an  equivocal  sense,  which  must  be  carefully 
distinguished  from  that  in  which  we  say  that  both  are 
struck  from  the  same  die.  In  the  latter  sense,  the 
attributes  forming  the  humanity  of  Socrates  are  not  the 
same  with  those  forming  the  humanity  of  Plato ;  though 
the  common  notion  man  embraces  both,  and  though,  by 
availing  ourselves  of  an  ambiguity  of  language,  we  say 
that  both  are  of  the  same  species. 

General  notions  thus  framed  by  the  mind,  when 
expressed  in  language,  form  common  terms.  And  the 
various  attribut<?s  comprehended''  in  every  such  notion 
are  its  logical  essence  \  By  this  we  do  not  mean  any 
thing  necessary  to  the  physical  existence  of  an  object; 
but  merely  that,  as  general  notions  are  formed  from 
the  observation  of  similar  attributes  in  individuals,  every 
individual  must  possess  such  attributes,  if  it  is  to  be 
included  under  the  extension  of  the  notion  and  called 
by  the  corresponding  common  name.     Proper  names,  on 

^  In  a  Pamphlet  published  under  the  name  of  "  A  Dissertation  on  the 
Heads  of  Predicables,"  I  inadvertently  adopted  Mr.  Mill's  expressions  of 
connotation  and  denotation,  to  distinguish  between  the  attributes  contained 
in  a  complex  notion,  and  the  subjects  of  which  it  is  predicated.  The 
distinction  I  still  regard  as  most  important,  and  one  that  is  not  perhaps 
sufl&ciently  marked  in  modem  language ;  but  further  study  of  the  scholastic 
phraseology  has  led  me  to  regard  Mr.  Mill's  language  as  too  wide  a 
departure  from  the  original  use  of  the  terms.  For  this  reason  I  have 
preferred  the  expressions  Comprehension  and  Extension,  as  better  sanc- 
tioned by  Logical  authority.  Cf.  Port  Koyal  Logic,  P.  I.  chap.  6.  "  J'appelle 
comprehension  de  I'id^e,  les  attributs  qu'elle  enferme  en  soi.  J'appelle 
etendm  de  I'idee,  les  sujets  a  qui  cette  idee  convient."  For  the  Scholastic 
Connotation,  see  p.  16,  note  g. 

^  This  is  the  Nominal  Essence  of  Locke,  which  corresponds  to  the 
Logical  Essence  of  other  philosophers,  though  variously  explained  according 
to  the  different  Metaphysical  theories.  The  term  Real  Essence  is  used 
by  the  same  philosopher  to  denote  that  generally  unknown  constitution  of 
individual  things  on  which  their  sensible  properties  depend. 
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the  contrary,  have  no  essence,  as  they  have  no  general 
notion  belonging  to  them,  but  are  mere  arbitrary  marks 
imposed  for  the  purpose  of  distinguishing  individuals 
from  each  other. 

But  though  our  earliest  complex  notions  may  have 
been  gained  from  real  objects,  there  is  no  reason  why 
such  notions  alone  should  be  admitted  in  a  theory  of 
Predication.  Such  a  theory  only  distinguishes  the  several 
relations  which  the  subject  and  predicate  of  a  proposition 
may  bear  to  each  other.  With  the  objective  existence  of 
things  corresponding  to  our  general  notions,  we  have  for 
the  present  no  concern.  Whatever  theory  may  be  adopted 
as  to  the  origin  of  our  ideas,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
we  have  the  power  of  forming  combinations  in  the  mind, 
which  have  not  been  observed  to  exist  in  nature".  And 
the  relation  of  subject  and  predicate  in  propositions  into 
which  such  notions  enter,  may  be  identified  with  some  of 
the  relations  of  other  notions. 

In  constructing  or  explaining  a  theory  of  Predication 
in  conformity  with  these  views,  there  is  one  ambiguity 
which  it  is  not  possible  to  avoid,  without  a  coinage  of 
new  terms.  The  distinctions  of  Genus  and  Differentia 
must  be  gained  by  comparing  two  terms  not  predicable 
of  each  other.  Compare,  for  example,  Man  with  Brute, 
the  common  Genus  will  be  Animal,  the  respective  DifTe- 
rentias.  Rational  and  Irrational.  But  there  is  no  absolute 
Genus  or  Differentia,  and  frequently,  while  the  whole 
comprehension  of  the  notion  remains  the  same,  the  Genus 
and  Differentia  may  change  places,  according  as  it  is 
compared  with  this  or  that  other  notion.  In  the  com- 
parison, for  example,  of  a  plane  triangle  with  a  paral- 
lelogram, "rectilineal  figure"  is  its  common,  "having 
three  sides*'  its  distinctive  pan.     But  compare  a  piano 


•  Cf.  Lodic.  Utmy,  K  n.  th.  2.  |.  i. 
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with  a  spherical  triangle, "  having  three  sides"  is  common 
to  both ;  the  distinction  being,  that  the  sides  in  the  one 
case  are  straight  lines,  in  the  other,  arcs  of  great  circles". 
But  when  one  only  of  the  compared  notions  is  employed 
as  the  subject  of  a  proposition,  and  a  portion  of  the 
attributes  which  it  comprehends  is  predicated  of  it,  that 
predicate  cannot  properly  be  called  Genus  or  Differentia, 
the  comparison  from  which  these  distinctions  arise  having 
ceased. 

With  this  proviso,  we  may  adopt,  mutatis  mutandis, 
the  classification  of  the  Predicables  given  by  Aristotle 
himself,  as  furnishing  a  more  satisfactory  groundwork 
than  either  the  Isagoge  of  Porphyry  or  it»  suhsoquont 
scholastic  embelliiihmunttt.     Every  JVoposition,  accord- 
ing to  Aristotle,  expresses  one  of  four  relation»  of  tho 
Predicate  to  its  Subject;  OenuK,  (und(!r  which  maybe 
included  Differentia,)  Definition,  Property,  or  Accident". 
For  every  Predicate  imisi  either  be  convertible  n-itli  its 
Subject  or  not.     If  convertible,  it  either  exprc^^aEjcs  tho 
whole  Essence  (t4  ri  ^f  iivai)  of  the  Subject  or  Dot.     In 
the  former  co^c  it  U  culled  Definition,  in  the  l^Uer,  ^' 
Property.     If  not  convertible,  it  either  exprd$»eit  pwt  of  ^  *    I 
the  Essence  or  not.     In  tlie  fonncr  case  it  is  GeuuB,  in'*  f '  • 
the  latter.  Accidents  ^J^ 

This  division,  l>eing  founded  on  dichotomy  by  contm^ '      ^  - 
diction,  must  necessarily  exhaost  every  possabld  mode  of  ^^ 
Predication.     Interpreting  tlie  Essence,  in  aecordance  % 
with  our   present   view,  «x  the    sum    of  the   attributeu  f 

"  This  has  been  romuicd  hj  Leibnitz,  Jtf<iMi¥<»i  SmA,  Hi.  J).  Oftr^, 
ed.  Erdmann,  p.  a04.  Schrri^m  «t  ft^agntr,  ibid,  f^  425« 

«  See  Topics,  i.  8.  Stinilrjr  atteiffti  htnp  bwo»  mmUt  «wt  rtty  S0M«M- 
fully,  to  reconcile  Uit»  Bc<omit  with  that  a/  f*<M^hyrj.  But  thomcb  scodm 
Imcom  «f  iaitcrprtCMiciQ  muy  be  oilovcd»  «hen  tht  ot^t  if  i»  r^oMicile 
«n  mmIkv  with  himiclC  it  i«  icutcHy  nrnimiy  to  iCr*iu  hh  lunginn,!  isto  . 

«fMtnxnt  with  a  writer  «b»  lif^  met«  thm  «Iz  ««muHm  Olcr  lorn,  aMd' '  '    ^ 
who  49c«  tM  trftm  poraCbM  lo  bt  tematinUnf;  <<tt  hlni.  tA'   (*A^^-~ 
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comprehended  in  a  notion,  we  shall  find  all  four  mem- 
bers admissible  where  the  Subject  of  the  proposition 
has  both  comprehension  and  extension  ;  i.  e.  is  a  complex 
notion  containing  attributes,  and  is  predicable  of  existing 
objects.  For  its  Predicate  may  either  express  a  whole  or 
a  part  of  the  attributes  comprehended  in  the  Subject,  or 
else  some  attribute  not  so  comprehended,  but  possessed 
by  the  objects  of  which  the  Subject  is  predicable.  In 
the  latter  case,  where  the  Subject  and  Predicate  are 
distinct  in  comprehension,  they  may  be  either  equal  or 
unequal  in  extension. 

The  two  first  cases  will  correspond  to  the  class  of 
Propositions  called  by  Kant,  Analytical  Judgments, 
and  by  Mr.  Mill,  Verbal  Propositions.  In  these  the 
attributes  composing  the  Predicate  are  a  part  or  the 
whole  of  those  composing  the  Subject.  They  therefore 
depend  solely  on  the  Principle  of  Identity.  If  Animal 
fonn  part  of  the  conception  Man,  the  objects,  whether 
actual  or  possible,  thought  under  the  latter  must  neces- 
sarily be  identical  with  a  portion  of  those  thought  under 
the  former. 

To  avoid  the  introduction  of  new  words,  we  may  retain 
the  Aristotelian  nomenclature  of  Genus  and  Definition  to 
express  the  relation  of  Predicate  to  Subject  in  these  two 
classes  of  Propositions;  though  the  former  appellation, 
for  the  reason  stated  above,  is  not  altogether  free  from 
objections.  Under  Definition  may  be  also  included  a 
class  of  Propositions  which  are  not,  in  the  strict  sense  of 
the  word.  Analytical?,  and  are  not  admitted  by  Aristotle 
to  be  Definitions  proper;  viz.  those  in  which  the  Predicate 
is  a  single  term  synonymous  with  the  Subject. 
J'ei^T^k.-^^  'jijjg  l^g^  ^^Q  ^g^ggg  ^.|j  correspond  to  the  Synthetical 
,  ^iqr*xS'^   Judgments  of  Kant,  and  to   the  Real  Propositions  of 


^\o. 


P  Though   Kant  admits   even   tautological  propositions   (A  is  A)   as 
explicitly  analytical. 


Mr.  Mill.  In  these,  the  subject  is  neither  a  word  nor 
a  notion,  but  the  several  individual  things  of  which 
a  certain  notion  is  predicable.  For  example,  in  the 
Proposition,  '*  All  men  are  mortal,"  we  do  not  mean 
that  the  conception  Man  includes  Mortality,  but  that  the 
individuals  possessing  the  attributes  comprehended  in 
the  former  notion  possess  also  those  comprehended  in 

the  latter. 

In  distinguishing  a  certain  portion  of  these  Propo- 
sitions as  predicating  Property ,  we  must  divest  ourselves 
altogether  of  the  notion  of  necessary  or  contingent  con- 
nexion, and  regard  the  word  purely  as  a  translation  of 
the  Aristotelian  TSiov.  These  Propositions  assert,  not 
merely  that  certain  objects  possess  certain  attributes,  but 
that  they  alone  possess  them.  This  assertion,  however, 
is  very  imperfectly  expressed  in  the  ordinary  form  of  the 
affirmative  proposition.  The  judgment,  "  all  equilateral 
triangles  are  equiangular,"  does  not  by  its  mere  form 
imply  that  all  equiangular  triangles  are  equilateral.  This 
knowledge  is  conveyed  by  the  geometrical  matter,  not  by 
the  logical  form.  To  remedy  this  defect  of  language,  it 
is  necessary  in  a  system  of  formal  Logic  to  distinguish 
the  propositions  in  which  property  is  predicated  from 
those  in  which  accident  is  predicated,  by  attaching  an 
universal  sign  to  the  predicate.  "All  equilateral  triangles 
are  all  equiangular,"  will  then  denote  that  the  predicate 
is  a  property  of  the  subject ;  while  "  all  men  are  some 
mortals,"  distinguishes  by  the  particular  sign  that  the 
predicate  is  an  accident. 

The  distinction  adopted  by  Aldrich  between  Property 
and  Accident,  as  necessarily  or  contingently  connected 
with  the  subject,  is  untenable  in  formal  Logic.  If  not 
expressed  in  the  copula,  it  implies  the  extralogical 
knowledge  of  a  law  of  connexion  existing  or  not  between 
the  objects  signified  by  the  terms ;  a  law  which  cannot 
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be  indicated  in  the  symbolical  form  of  the  proposition. 
If,  on  the  other  hand,  a  special  form  of  the  copula  is 
adopted,  and  Property  and  Accident  distinguished  by  the 
expressions  A  must  he  B,  A  may  he  B,  the  classification 
becomes  no  longer  applicable  to  the  pure  form  of  the 
proposition,  and  requires  the  introduction  of  the  extra- 
logical  doctrine  of  Modality 'J.  The  adoption  of  a 
quantified  predicate,  on  the  other  hand,  is  a  necessary 
step  when  language  is  designed  to  express  the  pure  form 
of  thought,  and  every  classification  of  logical  forms 
should  be  adapted  to  this  conditions 

In  the  foregoing  remarks.  Genus  and  Definition  ex- 
press a  relation  of  notions  to  notions,  Property  and 
Accident,  one  of  attributes  to  things.  Hence  it  will  follow 
that  notions  thought  as  unreal,  i.  e.  confessedly  predicable 
of  no  objects  existing  elsewhere  than  in  the  mind,  can 
only,  as  such,  be  the  subjects  of  analytical  judgments. 
Proper  names,  on  the  other  hand,  having  no  essence,  can 
only  be  the  subjects  of  synthetical  judgments.  The 
former  have  no  Properties  or  Accidents ;  the  latter  have 
no  Genus  or  Definition. 

Species  is  excluded  from  the  Predicates,  and  confined 
to  the  Species  Suhjicihilis,  the  correlative  of  the  Predicable 
Genus.  By  this  we  avoid  an  inconsistency  of  which  the 
majority  of  Logicians  are  guilty,  in  employing  the  term 
Species  sometimes  to  express  a  relation  of  a  Predicate 
to  a  Subject,  sometimes  that  of  a  Subject  to  a  Pre- 
dicate. The  so-called  Species  Prcedicahilis,  is,  in  the 
manner  of  its  predication,  in  no  way  distinguishable 
from  Genus.  Man,  when  predicated  of  philosopher, 
expresses  a  part  only  of  the  essence  of  its  subject,  i.  e. 

q  On  Modality  as  a  Form,  see  Prolegomena  Logica,  note  G.  (2nd  ed. 
note  H.)  ^  V 

'  This  principle,  the  basis  of  Sir  W.  HamUton's  New  Analytic,  is  well 
stated  by  Mr.  Baynes,  Essay  on  the  New  Analytic,  p.  9. 
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a  portion  of  the   attributes  which   the    subject   notion 
comprehends  ;  precisely  as  does  animal,  when  predicated 

of  man. 

A  Lowest  Species  will  be  inadmissible,  as  it  implies 
a  notion  so  complex  as  to  be  incapable  of  further 
accessions.  It  is  true  that,  in  the  continual  formation  of 
Species,  we  may  arrive  at  combinations  of  attributes  not 
realized  in  Nature  ;  but  the  classification  of  things  is  not 
the  province  of  the  Logician  ;  nor  has  he  a  right' to  con- 
clude a  priori  that  the  field  of  physical  research  is  ex- 
hausted, or  that  notions  now  regarded  as  imaginary  may 
not  hereafter  be  discovered  to  be  real.  But  whether  such 
discovery  be  made  or  not,  it  will  not  affect  the  relation 
of  two  notions  to  each  other.  Logic  is  concerned  only 
with  the  necessary  relations  of  concepts  in  thought. 
Every  concept,  being  common  to  a  plurality  of  objects, 
is  potentially  divisible  into  lower  ones.  A  logical 
lowest  species,  if  such  were  possible,  would  be  a  con- 
cept embracing  all  conceivable  attributes  not  condemned 
by  the  laws  of  thought  as  contradictory  of  each  other. 
This,  as  well  as  its  opposite,  the  logical  highest  genus, 
or  notion  so  simple  as  to  have  no  distinctive  attributes, 
are  mere  imaginary  limits,  never  reached  in  any  process 
of  actual  thought".  A  material  science  may  have  its 
highest  and  lowest  classes ;  the  former  being  the  general 
class,  embracing  all  the  objects  whose  properties  that 
science  investigates;  the  latter  the  classes  at  which  that 
special  investigation  ends.  In  Geometry,  for  example, 
under  the  summum  genus  of  magnitudes  in  space,  we  find 
three  infimce  species  of  triangles,  the  equilateral,  the 
isosceles,  and  the  scalene.  The  geometrical  properties 
of  the  figures  are  not  affected  by  any  further  subdivision. 
But  this  limitation  cannot  be  acknowledged  by  the 
Logician.      He   knows   nothing   of  the   geometrical    or 

•  See  Prolegomena  Logica,  p.  183.  (2nd  ed.  p.  198.) 
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physical  properties  of  this  or  that  class  of  objects.  As 
a  mere  concept,  "  an  equilateral  triangle  whose  sides  are 
two  feet  long,"  is  a  subordinate  species  to  "  equilateral 
triangle;"  and  the  subdivision  may,  as  far  as  mere  thought 
is  concerned,  be  continued  ad  infinitum. 


L^t^^^^T'-t^^A 


■f 


*Q,. : 


Vf' 


7  u-.^v<^c  r-^^i.  C<rv*vv^ 


,f/V"/     *..  i.-''Jt> 


i^\^ 


'■■»-v 


,    /A«^    0^-w^. 


«r-x^ 


iiii'  *"  '       '-■  v 


h 


> 


'tv  a  t 


.-O 


<^  - 


ii' 


■y^    /4«.      j-7?T — r    /)iuC*^^., 


.■^-,- 


%.   ■■    "    V-» 


•"«l'*t.''V*-v^  r 


/^. 


■  1.      /v 


/" 


C>♦'avv^t1 


1 


^^-r  - 


V         J-^ 


(fi^  \ 


v^ 


/ 


'%t*'%pj^ 


h 


-v 


/U^ 


i«r"""\|||,"  "  \'%-      ""'>» 


\ 


APPENDIX. 


175 


i  u 


Note  B. 


ON  THE  CATEGORIES. 


Lists  of  the  Categories,  more  or  less  complete,  occur 
in  different  parts  of  Aristotle's  works  in  slightly  different 
relations.  The  following  passages  may  be  selected  as 
the  principal.     Categ,  ch.  4.     TaJv  xara  li^r^hiklav  o-y/xTrAox^v 

Ksyofievcov  sxokttov  ?TOi  ovcriotv  (rYjf/iulvsi  yj  iro<rov  yj  ttoiov  vj  frgog  ti 

ri  TTOV  r]  TTOTE  Yj   XsicrQoH  Yj  6p^€iV  >J  TTOlslv    Yj   7rOL<T^SlV,       "EoTI  §6  0V(7lcX. 

[lev  cog  TVTTop  smslv  olov  avSgWTroj,  'litTtog'  vo(rov  Se  olov  S/tdj^^u, 
TPiTTYi^u'  TTOiov  8e  olov  Aeoxo'v,  yqoLiJ.it.(XTiy.ov"  irqog  ri  Se  olov 
hitKoLdiov^  YJfjua-v,  fJisi^ov'  vov  Se  olov  Iv  AuksIco,  ev  ayogSi'  tfotb 
Se  olov  6%fie?,  7rsgv(rtV  Kelo'Qui  de  olov  avoLKsiTon,  kol^y^toh'  ep^eiv  Se 
oiov  urroSeSerai,  MTrXidTon'  ttoisiv  §e  olov  rejoivsi,  xa/ei*  7ra(rp^ffiv  Se 
oioy  T£[xv6T0Hj  xaUroLi.  Topic,  i.  9.  Mera  toIvuv  tocvtci  hi 
SiO^iVacSai  Ta  y6v>j  rwv  xuTVjyogiwv,  ev  olg  u7rag^ov(nv  al  pYiQei<ron 
TSTTagsg.  *Eo"t«  8e  rawra  tov  agiQ[/.ov  Sexa,  t/  Ictt/,  Tto(r6v^  Trom^ 
Trgog  ti^  ttoO,  ttots,  xsTcrSai,  ex^*"»  '^O'siv,  Tracrp^eiv.  *Asi  ya^  to 
(ru/i/3£|3>)X0f  xai  to  yevoj  xa)  to  T8/ov  xai  6  o^icrjxoj  Iv  jct/a  TOt/rwv 
Twv  xaTyjyo^iflov  ecrrai'  7ra<Tot,i  yoig  u\  hot  toutoov  Trgorotarsig  ^  t/ 
«(TTiv  >j  TTOiov  >3  'TTOO'ov  Yj  Tcov  uWctiV  Tivtx  TcciTYiyogiMV  ci^ix.uivovcnv, 
Metaph,  iv.  7.  Kad*  «UTa  Se  elva*  Xsysron  odcmBg  crrifjieilvsi  toL 
0';i^i5jxaTa  t^j  xoiTVjyogiotg'  o<ra^w§  yoig  ^syerai,  Tocavra^oog  to 
givai  o->)jxa/vg«.  *Ewgi  ouv  twv  KUTYiyogouixevoov  roL  jxev  t/  Io-ti 
(TYj[LOLmi,  Ta  8e  ttoiov,  Ta  Se  irofTov^  tol  Sg  w"^o'j  t*,  Ta  8e  ttoisTv  yj 
vot<r^siVf  Ta  Se  ttoO,  tu  he  ttots,  Ixao'To)  toutoov  to  elvon  TavTO 

From  these  passages  it  appears  that  the  Categories 
were  regarded  by  Aristotle,  1.  As  an  enumeration  of 
the  different  significations  of  simple  terms,  apart  from 
their  connexion  in  the  proposition.     2.  As  an  enume- 
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ration  of  the  several  genera  under  which  Aristotle's  four 
heads  of  predicables  fall.  3.  As  an  enumeration  of  the 
different  modes  in  which  Being  may  be  signified.  An 
examination  of  the  principle  of  classification  is  neces- 
sary, in  order  that  we  may  determine  how  far  the  charges 
of  deficiency  and  redundancy,  so  frequently  brought 
against  Aristotle's  list,  can  be  fairly  maintained. 

The  most  celebrated  of  these  accusations  is  that  of 
Kanf.  Assuming  that  Aristotle's  design  was  identical 
with  his  own,  viz.  to  enumerate  the  pure  or  a  priori 
conceptions  of  the  understanding,  he  asserts  that  the 
classification  was  made  upon  no  principle ;  that  it  was 
found  by  the  author  to  be  defective,  and  the  post- 
predicaments  added  in  consequence ;  that  the  list  thus 
enlarged  is  still  defective ;  that  it  contains  forms  of  the 
sensibility  as  well  as  of  the  understanding ;  {quando,  uhi, 
situs,  prius,  simul;)  that  empirical  notions  are  intruded 
among  the  pure  {motus),  and  deduced  concepts  classed  as 
original  [actio,  passio) ;  and  that  some  original  elements 
are  altogether  omitted ^ 

A  somewhat  similar  criticism  is  given  in  Mr.  Mill's 
Logic.  The  Categories  he  supposes  to  be  "  an  enume- 
ration of  all  things,  capable  of  being  named  ;  an  enume- 
ration by  the  summa  genera,  i.  e.  the  most  extensive 
classes  into  which  things  could  be  distributed;  which 
therefore  were  so  many  highest  Predicates,  one  or  other 
of  which  was  supposed  capable  of  being  aflSrmed  with 
truth  of  every  nameable  thing  whatsoever."  Thus  viewed, 
he  pronounces  the  list  to  be  both  redundant  and  de- 
fective. Action,  passion,  and  local  situation,  ought  to 
be  included  under  relation ;  together  with  position  in 
time  {quando),  and  in  space  {uhi) ;  while  the  distinction 

•  For  an  account  of  the  earlier  criticisms  of  the  Categories  by  Plotinus, 
Campanella,  and  others,  see  Trendelenburg,  Geschichte  der  Kateyorienlehre, 
»>  Kritik  der  r.  V.  p.  80.  (ed.  Rosenkranz.)    Prolegomena,  §.  39. 
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between  the  latter  and  situs  is  merely  verbal.  On  the 
other  hand,  all  states  of  mind  are  omitted  entirely ;  as 
they  cannot  be  reckoned  either  among  substances  or 
attributes  ^ 

These  objections  will  stand  or  fall,  according  as  their 
authors  have  rightly  or  wrongly  divined  the  purpose  of 
Aristotle's  classification.     Kant  is  mistaken  in  supposing 
that  Aristotle  added  the  post-predicaments  to  complete 
his  list  of  Categories.     The  post-predicaments  were  not 
so  called  by  Aristotle,  and  have  never  been  classed  by 
commentators  among  the   Categories.     The   term  is  of 
scholastic  origin,  and  was  employed  to  denote  the  five 
subjects  treated   of  by    Aristotle   after   the   Categories 
proper.     Kant   is   equally  mistaken  in  supposing   that 
Aristotle  had  any  intention  of  classifying  the  pure  forms 
of  the  understanding,  independent  of  experience.     On 
the  contrary,  the  Categories   belong  to  the  matter  of 
thought,  are   generalized   from   experience,   and   leave 
altogether  untouched  the  psychological  question  of  the 
existence  of  elements  a  priori^.     Any  objection,  there- 
fore, based  on  the   inclusion   of  empirical  or  the  ex- 
clusion of  original  elements,  is  untenable,  and  rests  on 
a  misapprehension  of  the  philosopher's  design.     Nor  yet 
can  we  adopt  Mr.  Mill's  opinion,  that  Aristotle  designed 
a  classification  of  all  things  capable  of  being  named ;  at 
least  not  in  that  point  of  view   in   which   things   are 
regarded  according  to  their  real  characteristics  as  pre- 
sented to  consciousness.     The  Categories  are  rather  an 
enumeration  of  the  different  modes  of  naming   things, 
classified  primarily  according  to  the  grammatical  dis- 
tinctions of  speech,  and  gained,  not  from  the  observation 

«  Mill's  Logic,  vol.  i.  p.  60. 

**  See  Sir  W.  Hamilton,  Discussions,  p.  26.  Franck,  Histoire  de  la 
Logiqucy  p.  26.  St.  Hilaire,  Logique  d'Aristote  traduite  en  Frangais, 
p.  Ixxx. 
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of  objects,  but  from  the  analysis  of  assertions.  This  is 
manifest  from  the  name  and  from  the  manner  of  treat- 
ment. KotTYiyogluj  xocTTiyogslv,  )cotTriyogriu,oc,  xarsyo^ou/jtevov, 
KctTYiyogiKos,  have  all  primarily  reference  to  forms  of 
speech;  the  term  xaTYjyogloi  being  used  by  Aristotle  as 
well  for  any  predicate  term,  as  for  the  highest  gene- 
ralizations under  which  predicates  can  be  classed^  In 
the  beginning  of  the  treatise  on  the  Categories,  terms  as 
combined  in  a  proposition  are  made  to  precede  terms 
regarded  separately»;  and  the  proposition,  as  the  only 
assertion  capable  of  truth  and  falsehood,  appears  to  be 
regarded  as  the  unit  of  speech,  of  which  the  simple  term 
is  but  a  fractional  element^. 

It  is  therefore  probable,  that  the  Aristotelian  distinction 
of  Categories  arose  from  the  resolution  of  the  proposition 
and  a  classification  of  the  grammatical  distinctions  indi- 
cated by  its  parts.  The  noun  substantive  leads  us  to  the 
category  of  ou(r/a,  the  adjectives  of  number  and  of  quality 
to  froa-ov  and  vom,  the  adjective  of  comparison  to  Trgo^  ti, 
the  adverbs  of  place  and  time  to  vov  and  vore,  the  difierent 
forms  of  the  verb,  intransitive,  praeterite,  active,  and  pas- 
sive to  xslo-dai,  exsiv,  TToisiv,  and  Traa-xetvK  It  is  true  that  in 
his  subsequent  treatment  the  philosopher  by  no  means 
adheres  strictly  to  the  grammatical  point  of  view,  and 
that  his  classification  may,  even  on  his  own  principles, 
be  considerably  simplified ;  but  it  must  be  remembered, 
that  at  that  time  the  science  of  Grammar  was  in  its 
infancy,  that  its  forms  of  speech  had  not  been  analysed 
completely,  nor  its  boundaries  clearly  separated  from 
those  of  Logic  and  Metaphysics. 

f  See  Trendelenburg,  Geschichte  der  Kategorienlehre,  p.  2.     The  Aristo 
telian  expression  (Tx^/moto  rris  Karrtyoplas  will  thus  primarily  mean  forms 
of  predication. 

8  See  Categ.  ch.  2.  -  ;  '"•. 

•>  See  Catey.  ch.  3.  Trendelenburg,  Kategorienlehre,  p.  12.    '  •'  '-.^ 

'  Trendelenburg,  Elementa,  §.  3.  Kategorienlehre,  p.  23.         .'  '  '•. 


• « 


The  omission,  therefore,  in  the  Aristotelian  list,  of 
separate  heads  of  classification  for  mental  states,  cannot 
be  charged  as  a  defect  in  this  point  of  view,  so  long  as 
mind  and  its  various  states  (whatever  may  be  their  dif- 
ference in  other  respects)  are  represented  by  the  same 
verbal  forms  as  substances  and  attributes.  And  accord- 
ingly we  find  various  mental  states,  faculties,  passions, 
habits,  and  dispositions,  classified  together  with  corre- 
sponding affections  of  body,  under  the  head  of  qualities*'. 
A  more  valid  objection  in  a  grammatical  point  of  view 
would  be,  that  qualities  in  their  abstract  form  are  ex- 
pressed by  nouns  substantive,  and  should  therefore  be 
classed  under  the  category  of  substance.  This  objection 
would  be  tenable  in  relation  to  the  distinctions  of  modern 
Grammar.  But  Aristotle  appears  to  have  limited  the 
substantive  word  to  terms  expressive  of  the  irgwrcn  oua-tai 
or  individual  substances,  and  the  huTsQoa  ova-Ion,  or  their 
several  genera  and  species.  The  latter  denote  properly 
the  category  of  substance,  or  substance  considered  as 
one  of  the  possible  predicates  of  a  proposition.  Words 
denoting  individual  substances,  being  subjects  only  in 
the  proposition,  do  not  properly  indicate  a  category  ^ 

In  reference,  therefore,  to  the  treatise  of  the  same 
name,  we  might  fairly  describe  the  Aristotelian  Categories 
as  an  enumeration  of  the  different  grammatical  forms  of 
the  possible  predicates  of  a  proposition,  viewed  in  relation 
to  the  first  substance  as  a  subject.  And  this  view  is  not 
materially  departed  from  in  the  other  writings  of  Aristotle. 
The  passage  quoted  from  the  Topics,  indeed,  only  con- 
tinues the  same  view,  stating  that  those  predicates,  which 
in  their  actual  relation  to  their  subjects  in  a  proposition 

'  See  Categ.  ch.  8. 
Oateg.  5.  27.  'Airb  /xiv  yhp  r^s  irpdrTjs  ovalas  ovSe/xia  4<rr]  Karrtyopla'  Kar* 
ovifvhs  yap  vTroK(in4vov  \€y€Tai'  tuv  5«  Bcvr^pwv  ov<nS>v  rh  /iihv  cISos  Kara  rov 
arSfAov  Karriyopflrai,  rh  5€  y4vos  koI  /cara  rov  fWovs  nal  narh  rov  &r6/xov. 
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come  under  one  of  the  four  heads  of  Genus,  Definition 
Property,  or  Accident,  come  as  simple  terms  under  one 
of  the  ten  Categories.     The  Metaphysical  view  of  the 
Categories  is  not  materially  different.     In    that  work, 
Aristotle  enumerates  the  different  senses  in  which  the 
term  Being  (to  ov)  is  used,  in  order  to  determine  in  what 
sense  it  is  applied  to  the  object  of  metaphysical   in- 
quiries".     Being    sometimes    signifies    the    accidental 
connection   of  an    attribute   with  a  subject,  or  of  two 
attributes  with  a  common  subject.     It  is  also  used  co- 
extensively  with  the  Categories  in  predication ;  thus  we 
may  say,  uvQgoi'Trog  uy^cllvs^,  or  uv^qctiTro^  uyiaivoov  sg-tIv,  uvQpoq- 
vos  TsiLvsi,  or  ccv^gooTTOs  TeiJivoov  so-tIv,   the   verb   slvai   being 
admissible  as  a  copula  in  any  proposition,  whatever  may 
be  the  category  of  its  predicate".     But  substance  is  the 
TrgoiTcog  ov,  the   proper  object  of  metaphysics^.     In  this 
account,  Aristotle  does  not  appear  to  have  distinguished 
between  the  verb  substantive,  as  denoting  real  existence, 
and  the  copula  as  denoting  the  coexistence  of  notions  in 
the  mind;    but,  as  in  other  places,  the  Categories  are 
enumerated,  not  as  an  exhaustive  catalogue  of  existing 
things,  but  as  a  list  of  different  modes  of  predicating  by  the 
copula.     They  thus  originally  belong  to  Grammar,  rather 
than  to  Logic  or  Metaphysics,  though  the  treatment  of 
latter  philosophers,  perhaps  in  some  degree  sanctioned 
by  Aristotle  himself,  has  brought  them  into  closer  con- 
nection with  the  latter  sciences,  and  overlooked  their 
proper  relation  to  the  former  p. 

™  See  Trendelenburg,  Kategorienlehre,  p.  167. 

n  Metaph.  iv.7. 

°  Metaph.  vi.  1. 

P  Trendelenburg,  Kategorienlehre,  p.  216. 


Note  C. 


ON  DEFINITION. 


In  the  notes  to  Aldrich's  account  of  Definition,  I  have 
endeavoured  to  explain  his  language  in  conformity  with 
the  views  most  commonly  found  in  Logical  Treatises. 
But  as  these  views  differ  in  many  respects  from  those  of 
Aristotle,  on  which  they  are  supposed  to  be  founded,  and 
as  a  correct  account  of  the  doctrines  of  that  Philosopher 
will  materially  assist  in  the  solution  of  more  than  one 
of  those  vexatcE  qucestiones  which  are  most  perplexing 
to  beginners  in  Logic,  I  shall  attempt  a  somewhat  fuller 
exposition  here. 

In  the  second  Book  of  the  Posterior  Analytics,  Aristotle 
mentions  three  different  forms  of  Definition,  in  the 
following  words  :    E,<ttiv  agcx.  ogicrfji^os  slg  fjL,ev  Xoyog  tou  t/  Iotiv 

aVOLTTohsiKTOS,   61$  §6  (TVWoyKTfJLOg  TOU  t/  IcTTi,  irTMdSi    hoL^ZgOiV  T^J 

aTTohi^sctis,  rgiTog  ds  TY^g  tou  t/  eariv  uTrohl^eoug  <rv[/,Trega<r[xa\ 
This  passage  is  a  concise  summary  of  the  whole  Aristo- 
telian theory  of  Definition.  Adopting  it  as  our  text,  we 
proceed  to  comment  as  follows. 

A  necessary  preliminary  to  the  determining  the  Real 
Definition  of  any  object,  (t/  Io-t*,)  is  to  ascertain  that  such 
object  exists  (oti  saTt).  Otherwise  our  Definition  will 
be  merely  a  nominal  one^.  But  we  have  two  classes  of 
definable  objects,  of  which  the  existence  is  determined 
in  two.  different  ways,  producing  a  corresponding  variety 
in  the  form  of  the  Definition. 

•  Anal.  Post.  ii.  10.  4. 
Anal.  Post.  ii.  8.  3.  *ASvvaTov  ci^fvai  rt  iamv,  iryvoovi/ras  €t  tffriv. 
Ibid.  ii.  7.  2.  ^AvdyKri  ykp  rhv  ezSc^TO  rh  ri  iariv  Hudpuiros  ^  &\\o  driovt/, 
ftdcvai  /col  Bti  €(rriv'  rh  yap  ix^  hv  ovSils  oUev  S  n  iarivy  dAAck  ri  fih 
cr)fiaivfi  6  K6yos  ^  rb  6voiuLa,  Srav  eiirw  Tpay4\a<f>os,  ri  5'  tari  rpay4\a<bos 
oZvvaTov  €{8eVai. 
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I.  Attributes,  under  which  terra  are  included  all  things 
belonging  to  any  other  Category  than  that  of  Substance. 
These  'exist  only  in  Substances  as  their  subjects,  and 
their  existence  is  properly  determined  by  Demonstration^. 
When  ascertained  in  any  other  way,  we  are  said  to  know 
it  only  accidentally**.  In  the  Demonstrative  Syllogism, 
the  minor  terra  is  the  Subject,  the  major  the  Attribute ; 
the* Cause,  by  virtue  of  which  the  Subject  is  thus  affected, 
being  the  middle  term.  When  by  such  a  Syllogism  we 
have  proved  that  all  A  is  B,  we  know  that  the  attribute 
B  exists  in  the  subject  A. 

II,  Substances,  which  exist  not  in  a  Subject,  but  per 
se'.  Of  such  the  existence  cannot  be  proved,  but  must 
be  assumed,  before  any  of  their  Attributes  can  be  demon- 
strated. This  assumption  under  the  name  of  Hypothesis, 
forms  one  of  the  Aristotelian  otgx^l,  or  Principles  of 
Science,  which  must  precede  all  Demonstration ^ 

«  Hence  the  Scholastic  maxim,  Accidentis  esse  est  inesse.  Cf.  Aquinas, 
Opusc.  xlviii.  de  Syll.  Demonst.  c.  11.  I  have  preferred  the  tenn  Attri- 
bute to  Accident,  inasmuch  as  the  latter  is  frequently  appropriated  in  a 
special  sense  to  such  Attributes  as  exist  only  contingently,  and  are  therefore 
indemonstrable. 

«*  Eth.  Nic.  vi.  3. 4.  Uray  ydp  irws  tritrnvri  Koi  yy<&pi/jLOi  oury  Zffiv  ai  apx^it 
ittlararai'  €t  yhp  fx^  ^aAAov  rov  avfiirepdafiaTos,  Karh  (TviJ.fi€$riKhs  4'|et  tV 
ixicr-fifxr^v, 

«  Categ.  5.  18.    Koivhv  8i  Kwrh  irdffrjs  oixrlas  rh  /u^  iv  xnroKUfiivi^  that. 

f  The  following  table  of  the  Principles  of  Science  may  be  useful  to  the 

reader. 

'Apxo/. 


KOIVCU.    {i^  wv) 
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forming  the  original  premises /rom 
which  Demonstration  proceeds. 


6pi(r/xoi 

Definitions,  which  of  the 

Subjects  are  real,  of  the 

Attributes  nominal. 
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Assumptions  of  the  existence  of 
the  Subjects,  as  a  necessary  con- 
dition to  their  definition. 

[N.B.  The  Attributes  are  not  a*- 

sumed  to  exist,  but  proved  to  exist 

in  their  Subjects.] 
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In  some  passages,  speaking  in  a  stricter  sense,  Aristotle 
declares  Substances  alone  to  be  capable  of  Definition^; 
but  in  the  wider  sense  of  the  term  which  prevails  through- 
out the  Posterior  Analytics,  it  is  applicable  both  to 
Substances  and  to  Attributes.  In  both  cases  the  inquiry 
into  the  Definition  of  a  thing  is  identical  with  that  into 
its  cause ;  with  this  distinction,  that  in  the  case  of 
Attributes,  the  Cause  is  to  be  sought,  not  in  the  Attribute» 
but  in  its  Subject;  whereas  in  the  case  of  Substances 
which  exist  per  se,  the  Cause  is  to  be  sought  in  themselves 

only\ 

Attributes  are  defined  by  the  same  cause  which  served 
as  a  middle  term  to  prove  their  existence.  This  is  the 
mode  of  Definition  described  as  crwAXoyiJ/xog  toD  t/  kari^ 
'rr(ji)(rsi  ha(psgm  Trig  oi7[ohl^Ea)$,  As  an  example,  he  gives 
the  definition  of  an  eclipse.  The  moon  is  proved  to  be 
eclipsed,  because  the  sun's  light  is  intercepted  by  the 
earth.  The  same  cause  furnishes  us  at  once  with  a 
middle  term  for  demonstration,  and  with  a  definition  of 
the  attributed     Why  is  the  moon  eclipsed?     Because 


See  Anal.  Post.  i.  2.  7.  i.  10.  1 .  i.  32.  6.  and  Sanderson's  Logic,  b.  iii.  ch.  11. 
From  this  it  will  be  seen  that  Mr.  Mill  has  unjustly  accused  Aristotle  of 
maintaining  that  the  science  of  Geometry  is  deduced  from  Definitions. 
(Mill's  Logic,  vol.  i.  p.  197.)  Hence  may  also  be  explained  the  contradiction 
which  Stewart  professes  to  find  in  Aristotle's  doctrines.  (Elements,  Pt.  ii. 
ch.  3.  sect,  i.)  The  principles/rom  which  Aristotle  demonstrates,  are  Axioms, 
of  which  he  gives  as  a  specimen, "  If  equals  be  taken  from  equals,  the 
remainders  are  equal."  The  necessity  of  assuming  the  existence  of  the 
subject  is  maintained  by  Aristotle  as  clearly  as  by  Mr.  Mill.  Cf.  also 
Metaph.  V.  1.2.x.  7.  2. 

8  e.  g.  Metaph.  vi.  5.  5.  Cf.  Metaph.  vi.  4.  12. 

h  Anal.  Post.  ii.2. 5.  Sxrvtp  olv  \4yofieVf  rh  ri  itrriv  ciS4yai  rainS  i<rri  koI 
hh  rl  4(rrtv.  Tovro  8'  fj  airXws  koI  (j.^  rSov  imapx^vroav  riy  fl  ra>v  inrapx^vrtov. 
Anal.  Post.  i.  24.  6.  ^  yhp  KaQ""  axnh  vtrdpx^t  Tt,  rovro  avrh  oury  aXriov. 

•  The  reduction  of  this  Demonstration  to  syllogistic  form  has  been 
variously  attempted.  The  following  is  given  by  Aquinas,  Opusc.  38. 
"  Omne  corpus  naturale,  illuminatum  a  sole,  privatum  luce  a  terrae  objectu 
deficit ;  luna  est  hujusmodi,  ergo  luna  deficit."  A  more  general,  and  so  far 
preferable,  m%jor  premise,  is  given  by  Crakanthorpe,  Log.  lib.  iv.  cap.  4. 
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the  sun's  light  is  intercepted  by  the  earth.  What  is 
an  eclipse  ?  An  intercepting  of  the  sun's  light  from  the 
moon  by  the  earth.  Thunder  in  the  same  way  is  defined, 
aTToVjScO-ij  TTvgo^  ev  yg^gi,  the  answer  to  the  question  §*a  t/ 
/S^ovTa;  being  8ia  to  onroiT^evvvadai  to  Trvg  ev  tco  ve<pei. 

This  kind  of  definition,  as  has  been  observed,  differs 
from  a  demonstration  in  the  position  {Setng)  of  its 
terms  J ;  for  it  has  the  same  terms  (IxXei^ig,  «vr/^^afij, 
<rs\rjvri, — fogoyrrji  aTroV/Sso"*?  ttw^oj,  vs(pog,)  but  not  in  the  same 
order,  and  with  some  variety  of  grammatical  form  (^tcoo-ij''). 

The  Definition,  then,  of  an  Attribute  is  to  be  found  in 
its  Cause.  But  the  Aristotelian  Philosophy  recognises 
four  Causes,  and  sometimes  more  than  one  of  these  is 
concerned  in  the  production  of  the  same  effect.  Which 
of  these  is  to  be  taken  as  the  Definition  ?  In  Anal.  Post. 
ii.  11.  Aristotle  shews  that  any  one  of  the  four  may  be 
used  as  a  middle  term  in  demonstration ;  but  it  by  no 
means  follows  that  each  may  be  a  Definition  of  the  major 
term.     On  this  point,  Aristotle's  opinion  is  not  decidedly 


"  Omne  corpus  illuminatum  ab  alio,  inter  quod  et  corpus  illuminans  opacum 
corpus  sic  interponitur,  ut  umbra  opaci  corporis  operiat  et  comprehendat 
corpus  illuminatum,  eclipsatur  seu  privatur  suo  luraine." 

J  The  Definition  is  by  some  given  as  '*  an  obscuration  of  light  in  the 
moon,  caused  by  the  interposition  of  the  earth."  But  in  this  case,  the 
major  term  of  the  Demonstrative  Syllogism  is  not "  eclipsed,"  but "  ob- 
scured." If  these  two  terms  are  synonymous,  the  Definition  is  merely 
nominal,  and  the  latter  part  superfluous ;  if  not,  we  do  not  define  the 
attribute  demonstrated  (obscuration),  but  another  (eclipse),  contained  under 
it  as  species  under  genus.  I  interpret  Aristotle's  words  as  referring  to  the 
complex  form  of  the  Definition,  as  given  in  question  and  answer,  or  in  a 
proposition — rl  icrriv  ^k A€it|/<s;  htrrl<\>pa^i5  virhyrii — ^  tKKei'^ls  4<rriv  iLinltppa^is 
inrh  yrfs.  So  the  third  form  of  Definition  mentioned  An.  Pr.  ii.  10.  resembles 
the  conclusion  of  a  Demonstration,  as  containing,  in  the  same  form,  only 
the  major  and  minor  terras,  {fipovr-fj^  vi<pos)  rj  fipom-fj  iari  ^6<pos  iv  v€<l>€i. 
Aristotle's  text  is  not  decisive,  the  one  \'iew  being  rather  supported  by 
ch.  8.  the  other  by  ch.  10.  The  question  is  by  no  means  unimportant ;  the 
attempt  to  reduce  these  Definitions  to  a  pseudo- Genus  and  Differentia  has 
fostered  a  grave  error,  which  will  be  noticed  hereafter. 

^  Pacius  and  Waitz  consider  irruans  and  dfcris  to  be  synonymous. 
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expressed;  but  it  seems  probable  that  he  regarded  the 
formal  cause  only  as  available  for  the  purpose  of  De- 
finition. For  a  material  cause,  properly  speaking,  has 
no  place  in  attributes,  but  only  in  physical  substances'; 
and  that  which  in  the  former  is  most  nearly  analogous 
to  matter,  viz.  the  necessary  condition  out  of  which  the 
effect  arises,  may  in  such  cases  be  identified  with  the 
formal  cause.  This  Aristotle  allows  in  the  chapter  in 
question,  when  he  states  that  the  material  cause  there 
instanced  as  a  middle  term  is  in  fact  the  same  as  the 
formal ".  The  eflScient  and  final  causes  seem  to  be 
exchided,  as  not  being  contemporaneous  with  their 
effects,  so  that  from  the  existence  of  the  one  we  cannot 
certainly  infer  that  of  the  other".  Whereas  the  formal 
cause  is  expressly  distinguished  as  to  t/  ^v  glva*°;  and 
the  examples  given  of  it  in  Anal.  Post.  ii.  12.  1.  corre- 
spond exactly  to  those  previously  given  as  Definitions. 
The  other  causes  only  accidentally  serve  the  same  pur- 
pose, in  those  instances  in  which  they  coincide  with  the 
formal  P. 


\ 


'  Metaph.  tii.  4.  6.  TlepX  fih  odv  rets  (pvffiKhs  oixrias  koI  yevvrjrks  aviyK-i) 
ovTb)  fifTi4vai,  €t  ris  ix4r€i<riy  6p6wSf  e'iirep  lipa  alrid  re  ravra  koX  roffavra,  /col 
Set  rh,  atria  yvwpl^nv.  'Eiri  5«  rwv  <pv(TiKS>if  fi\v  alZiwv  Se  ovaiSbv  iXKos  \6yos, 
"laws  yhp  eyia  ovk  ^x**  ^Arjj/,  ^  ov  roiavntv  aWh,  fi6vov  Kara  t6vov  KunjT-fjv. 
Ovb'  B(ra  S^  (bvcrei  fiev  fM-ft,  ovala  5e,  [sc.  vircipx"]  o"''  cor*  rovrois 
t\ri  ctAAck  rh  viroK^iixevov  rj  oixrla.  OTov  ri  atriov  iK\€l\^ea>Sy  rls 
v\ri ;  oh  yhp  iorriVy  ahX  t]  ffi\i]vir]j  rh  irdtrxov. 

"  See  Anal.  Post.  ii.  J  ] .  3. 

"  See  Anal.  Post.  ii.  12.  3,  4.  and  Waitz,  Org.  vol.  ii.  p.  41 J . 

«  Anal.  Pr.  ii.  11.  1.  Metaph.  i.  3.  1. 

P  See  Rassow,  "  Aristotelis  de  Notionis  Definitione  Doctrina,"  p.  16. 
A  very  different  view  has  been  taken  by  some  Logicians.  Crakanthorpe, 
for  example,  maintains  that  Demonstration  can  only  be,  "a causa  eflficiente 
per  emanationem,  vel  a  causa  efficiente  per  externam  actionem,  vel  a  causa 
fiuali;"  and  he  devotes  a  chapter  to  shewing  that  neither  the  Material 
nor  the  Formal  cause  can  be  a  middle  term  in  Demonstration,  though 
the  efficient  cause  of  the  Attribute  may  be  the  formal  cause  of  the 
Subject.    A  similar  view  is  maintained  by  Sanderson,  lib.  iii.  cap.  15. 
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We  have  next  to  consider  the  Definitions  of  Sub- 
stances. Here  too  the  investigation  of  Cause  is  the 
root  of  the  whole  inquiry ;  but  the  manner  in  which  it 
is  conducted  is  not  at  first  sight  so  obvious  as  in  the 
former  case.  To  ask  the  cause  of  an  attribute,  is  to  ask 
why  the  subject  is  so  affected.  Why,  for  example,  is  the 
moon  eclipsed  ?  But  what  is  meant  by  the  cause  of  a 
man,  and  in  what  form  will  the  question  be  proposed  ? 
To  ask  why  man  exists,  is  in  fact  to  ask  why  there  are 
such  beings  in  the  world, — a  question  admitting  only  of 
Grangousier's  solution '^, — and,  when  so  solved,  contri- 
buting nothing  towards  the  Definition.  To  ask  why  a 
man  is  a  man,  is,  as  Aristotle  himself  observes,  futile ^ 
The  only  form  in  which  the  question  can  be  put  is.  Why 
is  this  or  that  individual  a  man  ?  What  are  the  essential 
constituents  of  the  notion  Man,  the  possession  of  which 
entitles  Socrates  to  be  reckoned  in  the  class  ?  Here  too 
the  formal  cause  determines  the  Definition. 

These  Definitions  form  the  first  of  the  three  kinds 
distinguished  in  Anal.  Post.  ii.  10.  4.  "Eo-tiv  oiqcn  6§i(rfiog  si$ 
jxev  >Jyos  too  t/  Icttiv  kvoLTrohsixrog,  These  Definitions  are 
assumed  prior  to  all  demonstration',  and  are  real,  inas- 
much as  the  existence  of  the  objects  is  assumed  with 
them.  The  ground  of  the  assumption  will  vary  according 
to  the  nature  of  the  object  to  be  defined*. 

With  regard  to  the  third  class  of  Definitions,  described 
as  T^j  ToO  t/  ecTTiv  afrohi^ecog  (TMyLirsqaa-^Lu,  Commentators 


But  to  support   this   interpretation  requires   considerable  straining  of 
Aristotle's  language. 

1  Tristram  Shandy,  vol.  iii.  ch.  41.  see  also  Rabelais,  liv.  J.  ch.  40. 

>■  Metaph.  vi.  17.  2.  rh  fxkv  oZv  Zib.  ri  axn6  4(ttiv  avr6f  ovQiv  i<rri  (rrrtiv. 

•  Anal.  Post.  ii.9. 1.  &<rT€  ^rjKov  (iri  kuI  rSiv  rl  4<rri  rh  fiev  i/xeaa  koX  apx*^ 
tlaiVt  &  KOI  thai  Koi  ri  iariv  inrodfaOai  Bu  fj  &\\ot/  tp6ttov  <pavfpa  voir\(Tai. 

*  Metaph.  x.  7.  2.  Aafi$dyov<ri  Se  rh  rl  iariv  at  fihv  l4iriarTr}fjtai'\  Sia  Trjs 
cuffd7j(T€ws  at  8'  inroTi6eiJ.€ifai'  hio  Kal  StjKov  iK  rrjs  Totaurrjs  i-rraywy^s  ^ri  rrjs 
ovaias  Ka\  rov  ri  iariy  ovk  %<mv  b.ir6Ziiits. 
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are  at  issue,  whether  they  are  to  be  regarded  as  nominal, 
or  as  imperfect  real  definitions".  The  question  is  of  the 
less  importance,  inasmuch  as  Aristotle  elsewhere  con- 
demns the  use  of  such  definitions  altogether^.  The 
weight  of  authority  is  perhaps  with  the  latter  interpre- 
tation. But,  judging  merely  from  the  text  of  Aristotle, 
the  former  seems  far  simpler  and  more  natural  y. 

From  the  above  statement  it  would  appear  that  Nominal 
Definition,  according  to  Aristotle,  is  one  in  which  there 
is  no  evidence  of  the  existence  of  objects  to  which  the 
definition  is  applicable.  In  form  it  need  not  necessarily 
differ  from  a  Real  Definition.  There  may  be  a  quasi- 
genus  and  a  quasi-difference,  as  if  we  defined  a  centaur, 
"  an  animal  with  the  upper  parts  of  a  man  and  the  lower 
parts  of  a  horse ;"  but,  until  we  have  ascertained  the 
existence  of  creatures  possessing  these  characteristics, 
the  definition  is  only  one  of  the  signification  of  a  name'. 


°  Of  the  former  opinion  are  Averroes  and  Zabarella,  who  are  followed  by 
M.  St.  Hilaire  in  his  Translation  of  the  Organon.  The  latter  is  maintained 
by  the  Greek  Commentators,  by  Pacius,  and  in  the  recent  Essays  by 
Eassow  and  Kiihn. 

*  See  De  Anima,  ii.  2.  2. 

y  The  decision  partly  depends  on  the  interpretation  of  a  doubtful 
passage,  Anal.  Post.  ii.  8.  4.  rh  S'  et  tariv  br\  {ikv  Korh  ffvfxfiefiriKhs  %xofi^v, 
br\  V  fxovrfs  ri  ainov  rod  irpdy/xaros.  The  instances  which  follow  may 
refer  either  to  the  one  or  the  other. 

^  It  may  be  questioned  whether  the  name  Nominal  Definition  is  sanc- 
tioned by  Aristotle.  Trendelenburg  indeed  (Elementa,  §.  55.)  so  renders 
the  \6yos  ovofiarudrfs  of  An.  Post.  ii.  10. 1.  and  the  interpretation,  if  correct, 
would  seem  to  shew  that  Nominal,  as  well  as  Real  Definitions  must  be 
sentences ;  but  the  context,  K6yos  rov  ri  (TTjixaivei  rh  6vofia  fi  \6yos  erepos 
ovofiardoSriSy  seems  rather  to  mean,  "  a  sentence  explanatory  of  the  signifi- 
cation of  a  name,  or  of  another  sentence  having  the  force  of  a  name."  On 
the  other  interpretation,  the  word  erepos  is  superfluous,  and  the  example, 
olov  rh  ri  fffifiaivci  ri  iffriv  ^  rpiyoopov,  unintelligible.  By  xSyos  ovofiard/^iis 
is  therefore  meant  a  sentence  whose  signification,  like  that  of  a  single  noun, 
is  one.  Such  are  all  real  Definitions,  of  which  the  example  is  a  specimen. 
See  De  Int.  5.  2.  Metaph.  vi.  4.  16.  vi.  12.  2.  vii.  6.  2.  Alex.  Schol.  p.  743. 
a.  31.  In  the  Greek  Commentators,  on  the  other  hand,  K6yos  opofiardiSns 
is  cleai'ly  used  for  Nominal  Definition.    See  Philop.  Schol.  p.  244.  b.  31. 
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There  is  also  no  warrant  in  Aristotle  for  limiting  the 
means  by  which  Nominal  Definition  may  be  effected; 
as  is  done  by  those  Logicians  who  specify  synonyms  and 
etymologies.  The  latter  method  indeed  seems  to  have 
trespassed  on  the  domain  of  Logic  from  that  of  Rhetoric. 
Nor  has  it  the  slightest  connection  with  the  former,  save 
by  an  ambiguity  of  language.  The  etymology  will  in  nine 
cases  out  of  ten  declare,  not  the  present  meaning  of  the 
word,  but  either  one  that  has  become  obsolete,  or  some 
secondary  notion,  which  may  account  for  the  imposition 
of  the  name,  but  which  at  no  time  formed,  strictly  speak- 
ing, any  part  of  its  signification.  This  holds  equally  of 
real  objects  and  imaginary.  It  is  only  by  an  equivocation 
that  "  bull-piercer"  can  be  assigned  as  the  meaning  of 
"  centaur,"  or  the  notions  of  a  swine  and  a  quickset 
fence  be  combined  into  that  of  "  hedgehog." 

Definition  by  synonym,  on  the  other  hand,  may  be  one 
of  the  means  of  explaining  the  signification  of  a  name ; 
though  relatively  only,  and  from  the  accidental  circum- 
stance of  one  word  being  more  familiar  to  the  hearer 
than  another ;  in  which  respect  all  translations  from  one 
language  into  another  are  equally  nominal  definitions. 
It  is  not,  however,  specially  mentioned  by  Aristotle*. 
As  a  real  definition  it  is  obviously  inadmissible,  as  it 
neither  assigns  the  cause  of  a  phenomenon  nor  developes 
the  contents  of  a  notion. 

The  above  data  will  also  furnish  us  with  an  answer  to 
a  question,  which,  latterly  at  least,  has  been  a  sore  puzzle 
to  the  tiro  in  Logic.  What  are  the  limits  of  Definition? 
If  all  real  Definition  must  be  by  Genus  and  Differentia, 


»  Synonyms  are  expressly  denied  to  be  real  Definitions  in  the  proper 
sense  by  Aristotle,  Top.  I.  5.  1.  though  admitted  to  be  bpiKd.  As  Nominal 
Definitions,  they  are  allowed  by  Alexander  on  Metaph.  vi.  4.  p.  442.  ed. 
Bonitz ;  but  the  genuineness  of  this  portion  of  the  Commentary  has  been 
questioned. 
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the  object  defined  must  in  every  case  be  a  Species.  Summa 
Genera  and  Individuals  are  in  that  case  alone  inde- 
finable. And  for  this  limitation,  the  authority  of  Aristotle 
may  be  cited.  On  the  other  hand,  Locke**  assures  us 
that  this  restriction  is  erroneous,  and  that  Simple  Ideas 
alone  are  incapable  of  Definition*.  The  dispute  may  be 
reduced  to  a  mere  verbal  question.  For  Aristotle  does 
not  maintain  that  all  Definitions  must  be  by  Genus  and 
Differentia,  but  only  those  of  Substances.  In  the  pas- 
sages which  seem  to  extend  this  rule,  Definition  is  used 
in  the  narrow  sense  which  has  been  previously  men- 
tioned*^. For  it  is  obvious,  to  take  the  instances  adduced 
above,  that  "  quenching"  cannot  be  called  the  genus  of 
"  thunder,"  or  "  interception"  of  "  eclipse,"  in  the  same 


^  Essay,  b.  iii.  4.  7.  But  Locke  has  in  this  matter  been  anticipated  by 
Descartes,  Princip.  i.  10.  Sir  W.  Hamilton  (Reid's  Works,  p.  220.)  main- 
tains that  Aristotle  has  said  the  same  thing.  It  is  dangerous  to  dispute 
any  thing  which  a  man  of  Sir  "William's  learning  professes  to  have  dis- 
covered in  so  wide  a  field  as  Aristotle,  especially  as  he  gives  no  references ; 
but  if  the  passage  alluded  to  be  Metaph.  vi.  17.  7.  one  might  be  tempted  to 
hazard  a  diflerent  interpretation.  Th  avXa  seem  rather  to  be  the  elements, 
(oTXa  ad>fiara,  Met.  vii.  1.2.)  which  have  not,  like  compound  substances, 
received  a  definite  form,  and  thus  are  not  definable.  Cf.  Plato,  Theaet. 
p.  205.  c.  But  the  words  are  not  suificiently  decisive  to  furnish  much 
ground  for  any  theory.  A  more  remarkable  passage  occurs  in  Occam's 
Logic,  Pt.  i.  ch.  23.  "  Ex  praedictis  sequitur  quod  nulla  intentio  quae  est 
prsecise  communis  rebus  simplicibus  carentibus  compositione  ex  materia  et 
forma  habet  difierentias  essentiales  ;  quia  non  habet  partes,  quamvis  possit 
habere  multas  difierentias  accidentales.  Ex  illo  sequitur  ulterius  quod 
nulla  species  quae  est  prsecise  simplicium  est  definibilis  definitione  proprie 
dicta,  sive  sit  in  genere  substantias  sive  in  quocunque  alio  preedicamento." 
This,  coupled  with  Occam's  Conceptualist  theory  of  Universals,  is  not  very 
different  from  Locke's  position  concerning  Simple  Ideas. 

*^  By  Simple  Ideas,  Locke  meant  all  ideas  derived  immediately  from 
sensation  or  reflection.  In  the  formation  of  these  the  mind  is  wholly 
passive,  whereas  in  the  formation  from  them  of  Complex  Ideas,  it  is  active. 
Among  Simple  Ideas  derived  from  sensation,  he  enumerates  solidity, 
space,  figure,  rest,  and  motion ;  from  reflection,  perception  and  volition  ; 
from  both,  pleasure  and  pain. 

^  As,  for  example.  Topics,  i.8.3.  Compare  Metaph.  vi.  4.  12,  16.  vi.  5.  5. 
and  Alex,  in  Metaph.  p.  442.  30.  ed.  Bonitz. 
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sense  as  "  animal"  is  of  "man."  Whereas  Locke's  simple 
ideas  are  exclusively  ideas  of  attributes.  By  reference 
then  to  Aristotle's  account  of  the  latter,  it  will  plainly 
appear  that  he  and  Locke  mean  two  very  different  things 
by  Definition.  With  the  former,  it  is  an  investigation 
of  the  objective  cause  of  a  phenomenon;  with  the  latter, 
an  analysis  of  the  subjective  impression  which  that 
phenomenon  produces  in  the  mind.  The  idea  of  an 
interception  of  light  is  not  part  of  the  idea  eclipse,  but 
the  one  phenomenon  is  the  physical  antecedent  and 
cause  of  the  other.  Inquiries  of  this  kind  are  still 
classed  among  the  most  important  problems  of  Physical 
Science.  What,  for  example,  is  light  ?  Is  it  a  succession 
of  material  particles,  or  the  undulations  of  an  elastic 
medium?  The  solution  of  this  question  would  not  be 
a  Definition  in  Locke's  sense  of  the  word ;  i.  e.  it  would 
not  be  an  analysis  of  the  idea  of  light  produced  in  the 
mind  by  sensation.  The  same  may  be  said  of  colour. 
The  mental  sensation  of  whiteness  or  redness  is  altogether 
unaffected  by  the  researches  of  Optics.  The  external 
cause  of  colour,  regarded  as  a  quality  of  bodies,  falls 
directly  within  the  province  of  the  Science*.  The  de- 
termination of  such  problems  will  be,  in  Aristotle's  sense 
of  the  term,  Definition. 

This  may  be  further  illustrated  by  reference  to  a  dis- 
cussion of  Aristotle's  which  few  probably  have  perused 
for  the  first  time,  without  considering  it  as  singularly 
vague  and  unsatisfactory.  I  mean  the  dissertation  on 
Pleasure,  in  the  tenth  Book  of  the  Nicomachean  Ethics. 
We  are  struck  with  the  absence  of  any  thing  like  a 
Definition  or  Analysis  of  the  emotion  ;  and  a  reader  who 
commences  the  study  of  the  book  with  some  previous 
knowledge  of  Locke's  theory  of  Simple  Ideas,  will 
probably  be  disposed  to  regard  it  as  an  attempt  to  define 
«  Compare  on  this  subject,  Reid,  Inquiry,  ch.  vi.  sect.  5. 


that  which  is  incapable  of  definition,  and  which  in  con- 
sequence necessarily  involves  its  own  failure.  The  same 
may  be  said  of  the  principal  opinion  which  Aristotle 
controverts.  Whether  we  regard  Pleasure,  with  Plato, 
as  consisting  in  a  motion  towards  a  natural  state  of 
harmony,  or  with  Aristotle,  in  the  perfect  exercise  of  a 
power;  neither  of  these  can  be  termed  an  explanation 
of  the  feeling  itself,  but  only  of  the  cause  by  which  it  is 
produced.  Pleasure  itself  remains  an  indefinite  some- 
thing, consequent  on  the  one  or  the  other.  Yet  examined 
according  to  Aristotle's  own  view  of  the  definition  of 
attributes,  we  see  that  pleasure  is  as  fairly  defined  by 
the  perfection  of  the  exercise  of  power,  as  an  eclipse  by 
the  interception  of  lights 

There  are,  however,  conditions  and  limits  to  the 
definitions  of  Attributes,  though  they  are  not  the  same 
as  those  of  Substances.  Every  Substance  to  be  definable 
must  be  a  Species,  Every  Attribute  must  be  a  Property, 
i.  e.  must  be  capable  of  demonstration  by  its  cause. 
Accidents  then,  as  merely  contingent  attributes,  are 
incapable  of  definition.  This  limitation,  however,  is 
merely  relative  to  the  degree  of  our  knowledge  of  the 
matter.  The  advance  of  Science  may  transform  Acci- 
dents into  Properties,  and  thus  furnish  the  requisite 
means  of  definition. 

Before  concluding  the  subject,  it  w^ll  be  necessary  to 
say  a  few  words  on  two  other  points  connected  with 
Aristotle's  doctrine  of  Definition. 


'Leibnitz  adopts  the  same  view  as  Aristotle,  observing  that  pleasure 
admits  of  a  causal,  though  not  of  a  nominal  definition.  Nouveaux  Essais, 
ii.  21.  §.  46.  In  another  point  of  view,  simple  ideas  admit  of  a  definition  by 
logical  analysis;  viz.  when  they  are  considered,  not  as  phenomena  presented 
to  the  sense,  to  be  resolved  into  simpler  sensible  phenomena,  but  as  con- 
cepts, or  general  notions,  representative  of  objects  of  thought,  to  be  resolved 
into  simpler  concepts.  On  this  distinction  I  have  remarked  elsewhere. 
See  Prolegomena  Logica,  p.  45.  (2nd  ed.  p.  53.) 
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The  first  of  these  is  his  method  of  investigating,  or, 
as  he  terms  it,  hunting  for,  the  Definition.  This  may  be 
effected  in  two  ways,  commonly  called  the  methods  of 
Division  and  Induction.  The  first  of  these  consists  in 
taking  a  wide  Genus,  under  which  the  object  to  be  defined 
is  evidently  included,  and  contracting  it  by  the  addition 
of  successive  differentiae,  till  we  obtain  a  complex  notion 
coextensive  with  that  of  which  the  Definition  is  sought. 
Of  the  notion  thus  obtained",  each  separate  part  is  more 
extensive  than  that  which  is  to  be  defined,  though  the 
whole  is  not  so^.  A  good  example  of  this  method  is 
given  by  Cicero :  "  Sic  igitur  veteres  praecipiunt :  cum 
sumseris  ea,  quae  sint  ei  rei,  quam  definire  velis,  cum 
aliis  communia,  usque  eo  persequi,  dum  proprium 
eflficiatur,  quod  nullam  in  aliam  rem  transferri  possit. 
Ut  hoc,  Hereditas  est  pecunia.  Commune  adhuc: 
multa  enim  genera  sunt  pecuniae.  Adde  quod  sequitur: 
quae  morte  alicujus  ad  quempiam  pervenit.  Nondum 
est  definitio :  multis  enim  modis  sine  hereditate  teneri 
mortuorum  pecuniae  possunt.  Unum  adde  verbum,  jure: 
jam  a  communitate  res  disjuncta  videbitur,  ut  sit  ex- 
plicata  definitio  sic :  Hereditas  est  pecunia,  quae  morte 
alicujus  ad  quempiam  pervenit  jure.  Nondum  est  satis; 
adde,  nee  ea  aut  legata  testamento,  aut  possessione 
retenta:  confectum  est**." 

f  Anal.  Post.  ii.  13.  3.  T^  S^  roiaxna  K-qirrfov  fi^XP'^  rovrovy  ?ws  Toaavra 
Kr\<pQ^  TTpunoVy  S>v  tKaorrov  fity  iirl  irXuov  inrdp^€ij  ^vavra  5^  fx^  in\  irXeoV 
ravr-nv  yhp  aydyKij  ohciav  thai  rod  vpdyixaTos.  Yet  in  the  Metaphysics 
(vi.  12.)  he  seems  to  maintain  that  the  last  differentia  must  be  co- 
extensive with  the  subject;  a  view  generally  adopted  by  the  Scholastic 
Logicians,  though  manifestly  inconsistent,  not  only  with  the  passage  above 
quoted,  but  with  the  example  appended,  t^  8€  rtXevraTov  koX  ttj  BvdSi.  In 
the  Metaphysics  however  he  seems  to  be  speaking,  not  of  the  specific 
difference  per  se^  but  of  the  difference  regarded  as  dividing  the  genus. 
But  this  is  in  fact  equivalent  only  to  saying  that  the  whole  must  be  co- 
extensive ;  which  no  one  would  think  of  denying. 

•»  Topica,  c.  6.   Cf.  Clem.  Alex.  Strom.  1.  viii.  c.  6. 


This  method  was  a  favourite  with  Plato :  it  was  rejected 
as  useless  by  Speusippus*.  Aristotle  adopts  an  inter- 
mediate course,  limiting,  however,  its  utility  chiefly  to 
two  points, — the  right  arrangement  of  the  several  parts 
of  the  Definition,  and  the  security  that  nothing  essential 
is  omitted.  It  would  thus  seem  to  be  useful,  not  so 
much  for  discovering  Definitions  as  for  testing  them-"; 
and  even  in  this  respect  will  be  applicable  only  to  one 
class  of  Definitions,  that  of  Substances  by  genus  and 
differentiae. 

For  discovery,  the  second  method  is  employed.  This 
is  commonly  called  the  Inductive  Method ;  a  name,  how- 
ever, not  sanctioned  by  Aristotle  himself^.  It  consists  in 
examining  the  several  individuals  of  which  the  term  to 
be  defined  is  predicable,  and  observing  what  they  have 
in  common.  If  we  can  obtain  one  common  notion,  this 
is  the  Definition  sought;  if  not,  the  object  of  inquiry  is 
not  one  but  many.  This  method  is  equally  applicable 
to  Substances  and  to  Attributes,  though  Aristotle  only 
gives  an  example  of  the  latter, — the  definition  of  mag- 
nanimity, gained  by  examining  into  the  actions  of  dif- 
ferent magnanimous  persons. 

Another  important  remark  of  Aristotle's  is,  that  although, 

as  we  have  already  seen,  demonstration,  in  certain  cases, 

must  always  precede  definition,  yet   no   definition,  as 

such,  can  be  proved.     This  he  maintains  at  some  length 

,  (against  Xenocrates^),  in  Anal.  Post.  i.  4.  and  shews  that 


'  See  Scholia,  p.  179.  b.  40.  248.  a.  U. 

J  This  is  perhaps  marked  by  Aristotle's  own  language.  In  reference  to 
the  one  method,  he  uses  Kara<rK€vdCfip ;  to  the  other,  Cvrew. 

^  Aristotle  does  not  give  any  name  to  the  process :  by  his  Commentators 
it  has  been  variously  denominated  the  method  of  Resolution,  of  Com- 
position, of  Induction.  See  Sir  W.  Hamilton,  Disctissions,  p.  173.  Zabarella, 
Logic,  p.  1212.    Pacius  on  Anal.  Post.  ii.  13.  21. 

•  Scholia,  p.  242.  b.  35.  Trendelenburg,  in  Arist.  de  An.  p.  273.  Kuhn, 
de  Notionis  Definitione,  p.  11. 
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every  attempt  at  such  deiu  on  strati  on  necessarily  involves 
a  petitio  principii.  The  reason  is  obvious:  since  a 
definition  can  be  predicated  essentially  {Iv  rm  r/  ictt»)  of 
nothing  but  that  of  which  it  is  a  definition ;  and  since, 
to  prove  a  conclusion  concerning  the  essence,  the  pre- 
mises must  be  of  the  same  character ;  the  middle  tenn 
assumed  must  be  identical  with  the  minor,  and  the  major 
premise  with  the  conclusion. 

Such  is  Aristotle's  theory  of  Definition.     Its  funda-     , 
mental  principle  may  still,  mutatis  viutandiSy  be  retained, 
notwithstanding  that  the  speculations  of  modern  philo- 
sophy   have   considerably   modified   his   distinction    of 
Substances  and  Attributes.     Proptjrly  speaking,  indeed, 
all  Definition  is  an  inquiry  into  AUributei.     Our  oow- 
plex  notions  of  Substance»  can  only  be  rc«olrcd  into 
various   Attributes,  with   the   addition    of  an    unknown 
substratum : — a  something  to  which  we  are  compelled  to 
regard  these  Attributes  as  belonging".  Man,  for  examplci 
is  analysed  into  Animality,  Rationality,  and  the  some- 
thing   which    exhibits    these   phcnowieua.       Purxiie   the 
analysis,  and  the  reault  ia  the  same.     Wc  have  a  some- 
thing corporeal,  animated,  xenKible,  rational.     An  un- 
known constant  muat  always  Ik;  added  to  complete  the 
integration :    unfortunately  we  have  no  moans  of  de- 
termining its  value.     Still,  this  docs  not  affect  the  bs«i9 
of  the  Aristotelian  distinction.     For  soroc  phenomena 
can  bn  accounted  for  by  other  phenomenal  causes :  in 
other»,  we  must  acquiesce  in  ll>e  conviction  that  they  are 
80,  merely   because  they  arc.     It  i»  clearly  impossible 
for  the  more  hypothesis  of  an  unknown  subtitratuni  lo 
explain  the  reason  of  all  the  variety  of  attributes  which 
different  objeettt  exhibit. 

One  further  question  remains.    How  far  Definition 
properly  belongs  to  the  province  of  Logic,  was,  ns  wc 


have  seen,  an  early  point  of  dispute  among  the  School- 
men".    On  this  question  the  authority  of  Aristotle  is  of 
little  avail  for  either  side.      That  his  treatment  of  the 
§iubject  has  far  more  of  a  material  than  a  formal  character 
is  undeniable.      And  to   those  who  maintain  that  the 
Organon  of  Aristotle  is  designed  as  a  systematic  treatise 
on  a  single  subject  called  Logic,  such  testimony  must  be 
decisive  as  regards  both  the  material  character  of  much 
of  the  Science,  and  its  inclusion  of  Definition.      But 
then  it  remains,  and  probably  will  continue  to  remain, 
a  problem,  to  frame  a  conception  of  Logic  adequate  to 
the  province  thus  assigned  to  it.    This  question  has  been 
already  treated  of  in  the  Inlroduetiou,  and  ne^id  not  be 
re]>eated  here.     It  is  sufficient  to  say  that,  as  far  as  any 
erideuce  is  furnished^  eitlier  by  tlie  writings  of  Aristotle 
biaself  or  by  external  testimony  as  to  their  original 
connexion,  it  is  no  more  a  departuro  from  the  authority 
of  the   Stugirite   to   assign  a  field   Co   Logic   incom- 
IMBBUnae  with  that  of  the  Organon,  than  it  is  to  write 
a  moral  treatiM!  on  the  basis  of  the   Ethics,  without 
including  the  Politics.      Leaving  then  the  question  of 
authority,  wc  may  fairly  a5-^rt  that  Logic  as  a  formal 
Science    can    take    no    cognisance    of    tlie    following 
pointif^ 

I.  It  has  nothing  lo  do  with  dctcnnining  the  physical 
existence  of  attributes  in  their  subjects ;  which  is  in  fact 
an  inquiry  into  the  material  truth  of  the  propositions  in 
which  such  attributes  are  predicated.  It  is  true  that  such 
propositions  are  by  Aristotle  considered  as  the  con- 
clusions of  Syllogism,  and  so  far  their  truth  is  merely 
formal.  But  it  must  be  remembered,  that  no  actrtbuto 
can  be  iiyllagtstinally  deuionstruted  of  one  subject,  with- 
otit  being  in  the  premise  asserted  of  anotlier ;  and  it  is 
upon  the  material  tnitli  of  the  latter  proposition  that  th* 

*  SSS  p.  40,  IMtS  «s> 
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certainty  of  the  former,  and  the  demonstrative  character 
of  the  whole  reasoning,  ultimately  depends. 

II.  Logic  has  nothing  to  do  with  testing  the  material 
correctness  of  a  definition,  i.  e.  ascertaining  how  far  the 
notions  developed  in  our  analysis  of  a  given  concept 
correspond  to  the  principal  phenomena  exhibited  by  the 
objects  usually  included  under  that  concept;  nor  even 
with  the  inquiry,  whether  our  usage  of  terms  corresponds 
with  the  ordinary  language  of  others. 

III.  Still  less  does  it  lie  within  the  province  of  Logic 
to  perform  the  functions  either  of  a  Dictionary  or  of  an 
Index  to  Physical  Science;  to  convey,  that  is,  information 
from  without,  whether  concerning  the  meaning  of  words 
or  the  nature  of  things,  into  a  mind  previously  ignorant. 
Whereas,  from  the  statements  of  some  Logicians,  one 
might  almost  imagine  that  they  regarded  their  Science 
as  furnishing,  as  it  were,  Logarithmic  Tables  of  things  in 
general ;  Catalogues  of  Genera  and  Differentiae,  to  which 
we  have  only  to  refer  any  given  object,  to  obtain  full 
information  concerning  it**. 

These  being  excluded,  the  only  office  that  remains  for 
Logic  to  perform,  is  to  contribute  to  the  distinctness  of  a 
given  concept,  by  an  analysis  and  separate  exposition  of 
the  different  parts  contained  within  it.    This  operation  is 


o  Thus  Melaiichthon,  Eroiemala  Bialedices,  p.  109.  ed.  1568.  "  Cum 
quajrimus  defmitionem  inspiciuntur  tahulse  praedicamentorum.  Unde  disces 
an  res,  de  qua  dicturus  es,  sit  substantia  an  accidens.  Et  si  est  accidens, 
in  qua  parte  sit,  in  corpore  an  in  anima,  &c."  And  so  Keckermann,  Syst. 
Log.  Min.  lib.  i.  cap.  17.  "  In  hunc  enim  usum  istse  rerum  tabulse  et 
delineationes  prsecipue  illic  adumbrantui",  ut  definitum  quaeratur,  simulque 
animo  lustretur,  quid  ex  parte  superiori  proxime  definite  adjaceat:  id 
enim  erit  ejus  Genus:  e.  g.  cupio  conficere  definitionem  Hominis:  cogito 
ergo  primum  in  quo  prsedicamento  sit  Homo,  et  deprehendo  ex  notis 
Substantise,  esse  in  preedicamento  Substantias:  quocirca  tabulam  hujus 
prsedicamenti  perlustrans  animo,  deprehendo  hominem  proxime  collocari 
sub  aniraali:  hinc  concludo  hoc  esse  proximum  ejus  genus.  Sic  in  aliis 
proceditur  definitis  per  singula  prsedicamenta." 


analogous  to  that  of  drawing  formal  inferences,  virtually 
contained  in  their  premises,  though  not  explicitly  de- 
veloped ^.     It  is  a  process  of  self-examination,  not  dis- 
similar to  the  Platonic  application  of  Dialectic,  though 
widely   differing  as    regards    the    objective  truth  of  its 
results.     For  the  Logical  process  furnishes  only  a  sub- 
jective criterion:   it  enables  us  to  represent  more  dis- 
tinctly to  the  mind,  the  notions  previously  existing  there 
in  more  or  less  confusion :  its  rules  direct  us  to  compare 
concepts  one  with  another,  and  furnish    some   security 
for  our  own  consistency  in  employing  them  ;  but  they  do 
not  enable  us  to  ascertain  their  accordance  with  external 
objects,  or  to  add  the   deficient  parts,  where  they  are 
inadequate  representatives  of  the  latter.     The  mind,  like 
the  sky,  has  its  nebulae,  which  the  telescope  of  Logic 
may  resolve  into  their  component  stars.     But  here  the 
parallel  ceases.     The  Logical  instrument  discovers  no 
luminary  whose  rays  have  not  previously  entered  the 
eye;  it  tells  us   nothing  of  their  relative  distances,  of 
the  velocity  with  which  their  light  travels ;  of  any  thing, 
in  short,  which  did  not  form  a  confused  portion  of  the 
sensuous  representation"*.     This  may  seem  but  beggarly 
service  to  be  performed  by  the  Art  of  Arts  and  Science 
of  Sciences.     Inferior  certainly  it  is  to  the  gigantic  pur- 
poses which  more  than  one  Logical  Titan  has  essayed 
to  accomplish  with  the  same  instrument.     But  let  not  its 
legitimate   uses  be  contemned,  because  it  has   abated 
somewhat   of  the  "vaulting   ambition    which   o'erleaps 
itself."      It   furnishes   the    mould   by   which    the    ever- 
accumulating  matter  of  consciousness  is  reduced  to  form 
and  consistency  :  it  were  ungrateful  to  despise  it,  because 
it  does  not  also  dig  the  metal  itself  from  the  mine. 


V  Cf.  Anal.  Post.  i.  24. 11. 


q  Cf.  Kant,  Logik,  Einleitung.  V. 
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Note  D. 


ON  MATERIAL  AND  FORMAL  CONSEQUENCE. 


A  Material  Consequence  is  defined  by  Aldrich  to  be 
one  in  which  the  conclusion  follows  from  the  premises 
solely  by  the  force  of  the  terms.  This  in  fact  means, 
from  some  understood  Proposition  or  Propositions,  con- 
necting the  terms,  by  the  addition  of  which  the  mind  is 
enabled  to  reduce  the  Consequence  to  logical  form.  This 
is  easily  seen,  both  in  Aldrich\s  cxam])Ic,  ^^  Homo  ci$t 
animal,  Ergo  est  vivens,"  and  in  the  rather  more  com- 
plicated instance  given  by  Sanderson,  **  Socrates  c^t 
risibilis,  ergo,  Aliquis  homo  est  rationalis.'^  The  latter, 
when  the  pecessary  conditions  arc  supplird,  is  expanded 
into  two  syllogisms. 

Omne  risibile  est  rationulo  ; 

Socrates  est  ri&ibiliit, 
Ergo,  Socrates  est  rational  is. 

Socrates  est  homo, 
Ergo,  Aliquis  homo  e^i  mtionnliu. 

The  failure  therefore  of  a  Matesrinl  Consequcnoa  tikM 
place  when  no  such  connexion  cxista  btitw^eQ  the  Uinns 
as  will  warrant  us  in  supplying  the  premises  required : 
i.  e.  when  one  or  more  of  the  premises  so  supplied  would 
be  false.  But  to  determine  ilii*  point  Is  obfioaslj 
beyond  the  province  of  the  I«ogician.  For  this  reason, 
Material  Consequence  is  righljy  exeludcd  from  Logic. 

Moreover,  even  where  true  premiss  can  be  added» 
and  the  Consequence  legitimately  deducc<i,  w^  cannot, 
except  from  knowledge  of  the  mutter,  determine  into 
what  form  tli€  reasoning  will  naturally  faJI.  In  Roiue 
caM!K,  a»  in  the  example  abo? e  quoted  from  Sandersofi, 
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the  proof  may  be  given  in  categorical  syllogisms.  In 
others,  it  is  far  more  naturally  exhibited  in  the  hypo- 
thetical form.  A  hypothetical  premise  is  sometimes 
the  only  materially  allowable  assumption  in  cases  where 
the  given  antecedent  and  consequent  have  both  terms 
distinct.  E.  g.  A  is  B,  therefore  C  is  D.  We  may  supply. 
If  A  is  B,  C  is  D ;  but  to  determine  the  truth  of  the 
assumed  proposition,  whether  it  be  hypothetical  or 
categorical,  does  not  fall  within  the  province  of  the 
Logician.  It  may  be  questioned,  however,  whether  the 
mere  assumption  of  a  hypothetical  premise  can  make  a 
material  consequence  formal.     See  below,  Note  1. 

Among  these  material,  and  therefore  cxtralogical, 
Consequences,  arc  to  b«  clo^J^cd  those  which  Roid 
adduces  as  cases  for  which  Logic  doe»  not  provide; 
e.  g.  "  Alexander  wa%  the  *on  of  Philip,  tlwjrefore 
Philip  was  the  father  of  Alexander;**  "A  is  greater 
than  B,  ihercfor«  B  is  lew  than  A."  In  both  these  it 
is  our  material  knowledge  of  the  relations  "  fcthcr  and 
WD,**  "  greater  and  less,'*  that  enables  us  to  make  the 

inference. 

Another  of  Reid's  examples  is  the  following :  "  A  is 
equal  to  B,  and  B  la  eqnal  to  C,  therefore  A  is  equal 
to  a"  This  reasoning  h  elliptical,  and  therefore,  as  U 
tiandt,  material;  though» owing  to  the  suppressed  premise 
being  self-evident,  it.s  deficii^ney  i»  apt  to  be  overlooked. 
Stated  in  logical  form,  the  ^>llog^8m  run*  ihua: 

Things  that  lire  equal  to  tlie  same  are  equal  to  each  other; 

A  and  C  are  t^quol  to  the  same. 

Therefore  A  and  C  are  equal  to  each  otlier». 

Another  example  of  the  same  kind  is  that  somelimea 
called  reasoning  a  forihri.     E.g.'*  A  is  greater  than  B, 

«  1laratlU««ttB«4,p.7(>3. 
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and  B  is  greater  than  C,  therefore  a  fortiori  A  is  greater 
than  C."     The  logical  form  is, 

Whatever  is  greater  than  a  greater  than  C  is  greater  than  C; 
A  is  greater  than  a  greater  than  C, 
Therefore  A  is  greater  than  C. 

Or  if  it  be  required  that  the  a  fortiori  nature  of  the 
reasoning  appear  in  the  conclusion,  we  must  state  the 
major,  "  Whatever  is  greater  than  a  greater  than  C  is 
greater  than  C  by  a  greater  difference^'' 

Of  the  same  kind  is  the  reasoning  "  A  is  equal  to  B, 
therefore  twice  A  is  equal  to  twice  B."  The  logical 
form  is, 

The  doubles  of  equal  things  are  equal ; 

Twice  A  and  twice  B  are  doubles  of  equal  things, 

Therefore  they  are  equal. 

The  major  premise  might  be  stated  more  generally, 
''  Equimultiples  of  equal  things  are  equal/' 
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Note  E.  ^ 
is  the  syllogism  a  petitio  principii*?  t: 

The  eagle  of  the  Libyan  fable  was  killed  by  an  arrow ' 
feathered  from  his  own  wing.  The  armoury  of  the 
Logician  has  been  fondly  imagined  to  contain  the  fatal 
weapon  of  his  ovsrn  destruction.  But  the  champion 
destined  to  wield  it,  if  such  there  be,  is  somewhat  tardy 
in  his  forthcoming.  More  than  one  Sir  Kay  has  essayed 
the  adventure  of  the  sword;  the  Arthur  destined  to 
achieve  it  remains  in  all  the  mysterious  dignity  of  a 
Coming  Man.  In  other  words,  many  writers  have  suc- 
ceeded in  shewing  their  own  ignorance  of  the  nature  of 
the  fallacy  called  Petitio  Principii^:  they  have  not  been 
equally  successful  in  proving  the  invalidity  of  the 
Syllogistic  process. 

Let  us  first  endeavour  to  ascertain  what  the  Petitio 
Principii  really  is.  The  name  is  a  blundering  trans- 
lation of  the  Aristotelian  to  Iv  k^xl  (^^"  '"^  ^?  ^§X^^) 
alrgTo-fiai :  i.  e.  the  assumption,  not  of  the  principle  properly 
so  called  <=,  but,  in  some  form  or  other,  of  the  question 
originally  proposed  for  proof.     And  it  is  remarkable,  that 

»  This  charge  against  the  syllogism  may  be  traced  back  as  far  as  Sextus 
Empiricus.  See  Pyrrh.  Hyp.  TI.  195. 

*>  Of  the  numerous  absurdities  gravely  propounded  by  Logicians  in 
relation  to  this  fallacy,  perhaps  the  happiest  is  the  exquisite  etymology  of 
Du  Marsais,  Logique,  p.  81.  "  Ce  mot  s'appelle  petition  de  principe,  du  mot 
grec  virofiaiy  qui  signifie  voler  vers  quelque  chose,  et  du  mot  latin  principium, 
qui  veut  dire  commencement;  ainsi  faire  une  petition  de  principe,  c'est 
recourir  en  d'autres  termes  k  la  meme  chose  que  ce  qui  a  d'abord  ete  mis 
en  question." 

«  "  Without  entering  on  the  various  meanings  of  the  term  Principle, 
which  Aristotle  defines,  in  general,  that  from  which  any  thing  exists,  is 
produced,  or  is  known,  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  it  is  always  used  for  that 
on  which  something  else  depends ;  and  thus  both  for  an  original  law,  and 
for  an  original  element."  Sir  W.  Hamilton,  Reid's  Works,  p.  761.  Cf. 
Arist.  Metaph.  IV.  1.  3. 
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among  the  five  modes  of  this  fallacy  enumerated  by 
Aristotle,  one  is  in  form  not  distinguishable  from  the 
legitimate  Syllogism**.  Selecting  this  variety,  as  that  by 
which  most  of  all  the  objection  is  to  be  sustained,  we 
will  proceed  to  examine  its  peculiarities. 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  manifestly  necessary  to  a 
Petitio  Qu(Bsiti^,  as  the  fallacy  may  more  correctly  be 
called,  that  there  should  be  a  question  proposed  for 
proof.  And  hence  it  was  long  ago  acutely  remarked  by 
Petrus  Hispanus,  that  such  a  fallacy  cannot  be  com- 
mitted in  a  Syllogism  of  inference^.  If,  that  is,  the 
truth  of  the  premises  is  known  beforehand,  and  the  only 
question  is,  what  may  we  infer  from  them  ?  there  is  no 
necessity  for  begging  or  assumption  of  any  kind.  It  is 
clear  then,  that  not  the  Syllogism  in  general,  but  at 
most  only  one  particular  application  of  it,  can  beg  the 
question. 

But  it  may  be  answered,  that  the  truth  of  such  premises 
never  can  be  ascertained,  but  by  a  previous  induction 
embracing  all  particular  cases,  and  that  Syllogistic  in- 
ference is  therefore  at  least  futile,  since  the  conclusion 
drawn  must  be  presumed  to  be  already  known.  But 
this  answer  itself  assumes  what  has  never  yet  been 
satisfactorily  proved,  the  dependence  of  all  knowledge 
of  Universals  on  Induction.  If  axiomatic  principles  can 
be  acquired  in  any  other  way,  one  class  of  Syllogisms  is 
at  least  exempt  from  the  charge*. 

'  Top.  viii.  13.2.  Aetrrepov  h\  Srou'  Karh  fi4pos  Scov  hirohii^ai  Kad6\ov  ris 
alriiff^y  oTov  hrix^ipSiv  8Tt  rSov  ivayrtcov  /xia  iirKrT-fifJir},  '6\ws  rwy  iuniKfififvctv 
i^ug<r€i€  /j-iop  itvcu. 

•  Pacius  in  Anal.  Prior,  ii.  16. 

'  "  Sciendum  quod  hcec  fallacia  non  impedit  syllogismum  inferentem, 
sed  probantem,  et  ita  fallacia  petitionis  peccat  contra  syllogismum  dialecticum 
in  quantum  dialecticus  est."    Samm.  Log.  Tract,  vi. 

•  Kant's  criterion  of  necessity  as  the  sure  characteristic  of  a  cognition 
a  priori,  has  not  yet  been  refuted  by  those  who  refer  all  principles  to 
Induction.  , 
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And  even  with  respect  to  principles  allowed  to  be  in- 
ductive, the  actual  previous  assumption  of  every  possible 
instance  is  not  necessarily  implied.  And  it  is  here  that 
an  able  defender  of  the  Syllogism,  Mr.  Mill,  has  taken  a 
low  and  inadequate  ground,  a  ground  too,  inconsistent 
with  his  own  subsequent  analysis  of  the  process  of 
Induction.  His  defence  in  fact  amounts  to  an  abandon- 
ing of  all  formal  reasoning.  All  reasoning,  he  tells  us, 
is  really  from  particulars  to  particulars.  But  in  that 
case,  all  inference  must  depend  upon  the  matter,  and 
cannot  be  reduced  to  any  general  type.  If,  for  example, 
I  conclude  that  a  man  now  living  is  mortal,  solely  from 
the  premises,  "  A,  B,  and  C,  who  are  dead,  were  mortal, 
and  this  man  resembles  them  in  certain  other  attributes 
of  humanity ;"  I  may,  by  an  argument  of  precisely  the 
same  form^  prove  any  given  man  to  be  six  feet  high, 
because  A,  B,  and  C,  whom  he  resembles  in  the  common 
attributes  of  humanity,  were  all  of  that  stature. 

This  portion  of  the  question  resolves  itself  into  the 
following.  What  do  we  mean  when  we  assert  that  all 
men  are  mortal }  Is  it  merely  a  concise  mode  of  stating 
that  Socrates  and  Plato  possess  this  attribute,  in  common 
with  a  number  of  other  individuals,  guos  nunc  perscribere 
longum  est?  If  so,  to  argue,  "  Socrates  is  one  of  the 
individuals  above  mentioned,  therefore  he  is  mortal," 
is,  if  not  a  begging  of  the  question,  at  least  a  needless 
repetition  of  a  previous  statement. 

But,  in  fact,  the  Universal  Proposition  means  no  such 
thing.  It  means  that,  by  virtue  of  a  certain  established 
law,  certain  attributes,  or  groups  of  attributes,  are  always 
so  united,  that  in  whatever  individuals  we  find  the  one, 
we  may  look  upon  them  as  an  infallible  mark  of  the 
other.  A  conviction  of  this  kind  however,  as  it  can 
pever  be  gained  by  any  mere  observation  of  particulars, 
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SO  it  need  not  presuppose  a  complete  enumeration  of 
them  ^, 

*•  For,  when  one's  proofs  are  aptly  chosen, 
Four  are  as  valid  as  four  dozen." 

To  determine  under  what  conditions  such  a  conviction 
can  be  obtained,  is  a  question  requiring  an  analysis  of 
the  whole  process  of  Induction.  Such  an  analysis,  in 
many  respects  most  ably  performed',  will  be  found  in 
the  third  book  of  Mr.  Mill's  Logic ;  but  few  I  think  can 
compare  that  part  of  the  work  with  his  earlier  defence  of 
the  Syllogism,  without  admitting  that  the  two  presuppose 
different   and    inconsistent    theories   of    the   import  of 

•»  "  Hinc  jam  patet,  inductionem  per  se  nihil  producere,  ne  certitudinem 
quidem  moralem,  sine  adminiculo  proposition um  non  ab  iuductione,  sed 
ratione  universali  pendentium ;  nam  si  essent  et  adminicula  ab  inductione, 
indigerent  novis  adminiculis  nee  haberetur  certitudo  moralis  in  infinitum. 
Sed  certitudo  perfecta  ab  inductione  sperari  plane  non  potest,  additis 
quibuscunque  adminiculis,  et  propositionom  banc :  totum  majus  esse  sua 
parte,  sola  inductione  nunquam  perfecte  sciemus.  Mox  enim  prodibit,  qui 
negabit  ob  peculiarem  quandam  rationem  in  aliis  nondum  tentatis  veram 
esse."    Leibnitz,  de  Stylo  Nizolii. 

Mr.  Mill's  adminicula  to  Induction  are  certain  canons  stating  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  Method  of  Agreement,  of  Diiference,  &c.  which,  together  with 
the  whole  law  of  universal  causation,  he  makes  dependent  upon  a  weaker 
evidence  than  philosophical  induction ;  the  inductio  per  enumerationem 
simplicem.  At  the  same  time  he  enters  his  protest  against  "  adducing,  as 
evidence  of  the  trutli  of  a  fact  in  external  nature,  any  necessity  which  the 
human  mind  may  be  conceived  to  be  imder  of  believing  it."  His  words, 
strictly  taken,  would  on  his  own  shewing  destroy  the  evidence  of  our 
senses ;  for,  according  to  the  theory  of  perception  adopted  by  himself  and 
his  favourite  authority.  Brown,  sensations  can  only  be  regarded  as  states 
of  mind,  and  the  only  reason  we  have  for  referring  our  internal  conscious- 
ness to  an  external  cause  is,  that  by  the  constitution  of  our  minds  we  are 
necessitated  to  do  so.  The  admonition  of  Hooker  is  not  quite  obsolete 
even  amid  the  lights  of  modem  philosophy.  "  The  main  principles  of 
Reason  are  in  themselves  apparent.  For  to  make  nothing  evident  of  itself 
to  man's  understanding  were  to  take  away  all  possibility  of  knowing  any 
thing.  And  herein  that  of  Theophrastus  is  true, '  They  that  seek  a  reason 
of  all  things  do  utterly  overthrow  Reason.' "    Eccl.  Pol.  i.  8.  5. 

*  His  theory  of  Causation  must  however  be  excepted. 


APPENDIX. 


•205 


pii| 
in  I 


Universal  Propositions.  It  will  be  sufficient,  however,  for 
my  present  purpose  to  observe  that,  unless  the  establish- 
ment of  an  Universal  Proposition  requires  an  explicit 
and  conscious  examination  of  every  existing  and  also  of 
every  possible  particular  instance,  no  charge  of  Petitio 
Principii,  or  even  of  vain  repetition,  can  be  maintained 
against  the  Syllogism.  Those  who  maintain  the  ante- 
cedent, abandon  themselves  to  an  absolute  scepticism*^; 
and  against  such,  no  defence  of  any  source  of  human 
knowledge  can  or  need  be  attempted. 

With  regard  to  the  syllogism  of  proof,  we  may  examine 
the  question  a  little  more  closely.     The  Petitio  Principii 
is  a  material,   not   a  formal  fallacy,   and    consists 
assuming,  in  demonstration,  a  non-axiomatic  principle  , 
as  axiomatic,  or  in  dialectic  disputation,  a  non-probable 
principle  as  probable ^     It  does  not  affect  the  form  of  *-- 
the  reasoning ;  but  depends  on  the  selection  of  premises,  /" 
when    the    syllogism    is    employed   for   the    particular 
purpose    of  'proof,    demonstrative    or    dialectic.     Those 
are  guilty  of  it  who  do  not  adopt  such  premises  as  the 
laws  of  the  two  processes   require:    in  the  one    case, 
propositions  axiomatic  or  deducible  from  axioms;  in  the 
other,  probable   statements,  sanctioned  by   the   general 
opinion  of  mankind  or  the  authority  of  eminent  persons. 

In  reading  Aristotle's  account  of  this  fallacy,  it  is 
evident  that  the  whole  point  of  the  matter  lies  in  the  word 
a»Tgj(rfiai,  or  X«jut,/3av6*y ;  and  that  the  question  to  be  asked 
is,  not  whether  the  premises  virtually  contain  the  con- 

^  Sed  ea  ratione  prorsus  evertuntur  scientise,  et  Sceptici  vicere.  Nam 
nunquam  constitui  pog^unt  ea  ratione  propositaones  perfecte  universales ; 
quia  inductione  nunquam  certus  es,  omnia  individua  a  te  tentata  esse;  sed 
semper  intra  banc  propositionem  subsistes,  omnia  ilia,  quse  expertus  sum, 
sunt  taUa;  quum  vera  non  possit  esse  uUa  ratio  universalis,  semper 
manebit  possibile,  innumera,  quse  tu  non  sis  expertus,  esse  diversa." 
Leibnitz,  de  Stylo  Nizolii.  .     '  ) 

1  See  Anal.  Pr.  ii.  16.  Top.  viii.  13. 
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elusion",  but  whether  such  premises  can  properly  be  said 
to  be  begged,  or  assumed''.  It  is  clear  then  that  Petitio 
Principii  is  not  the  fault  with  which  the  Syllogism  is 
chargeable,  unless  it  can  be  shewn  that  every  statement 
of  an  Universal  Proposition  must  be,  in  this  sense  of  the 
term,  begging  or  assuming.  If  there  are  any  cases  in 
which  the  assertion  of  such  propositions  depends  on 
a  warranted  conviction,  not  on  a  gratuitous  assumption, 
from  whatever  source  that  conviction  may  arise,  such 
cases  must  be  exempt  from  the  charge  of  Petitio 
Principii, 

And  if  there  be  any  such  cases,  the  opponents  of  the 
Syllogism  have  themselves  unwi*ingly  stumbled  upon 
a  fallacy   cognate   to   that  with   which   they   taunt  its 

°>  One  class  of  reasonings  are  perhaps  fairly  chargeable  with  the  fallacy. 
I  allude  to  what  are  commonly  called  the  proper  syllogisms  of  the  Ramists, 
which  have  two  Singular  Premises.  In  the  first  figure,  it  is  evident  that 
the  conclusion  is  not  one  out  of  many  inferences  contained  in  the  major 
premise,  but  the  very  same  proposition  stated  in  different  language.  The 
third  figure  is  open  to  the  same  objection,  but  it  may  be  allowed  as  an 
IlKdfais  or  expository  instance — a  process  not  reckoned  by  Aristotle  as 
syllogistic.  Proper  syllogisms  in  the  second  figure  are  valid,  and  frequently 
serviceable ;  but  when  reduced  to  the  first,  (which  Aristotle  regards  as  a 
necessary  test  of  validity,)  the  negative  premise  must  be  converted  from 
singular  to  universal. 

Nevertheless,  as  the  Petitio  Principii  is  a  material,  not  a  logical,  fallacy, 
this  does  not  furnish  grounds  for  objecting  to  the  convenient  arrangement 
by  which  singular  propositions  are  considered  as  in  syllogism  equivalent 
to  universals.  They  may  be  regarded,  in  common  with  other  cases  of  the 
same  fallacy,  as  reasonings  valid  in  form,  but  unsound  from  material 
circumstances. 

The  Proper  Syllogisms,  however,  though  a  post-Aristotelian  innovation, 
did  not  originate  with  Ramus.  Aquinas  expressly  denies  that  both  premises 
in  a  syllogism  may  be  singular,  and  admits  the  I^Kdeais  as  a  non-syllogistic 
process,  being  an  appeal  to  the  senses,  not  to  the  reason.  See  Opusc.  xlvii. 
init.  Occam,  on  the  other  hand,  virtually  surrenders  the  whole  principle, 
when  he  allows  that  the  major  premise  in  the  first  figure  may  be  singular. 
Logic,  p.  iii.  cap.  8. 

°  That  axiomatic  principles  are  not  of  this  charsujter,  may  be  seen  from 
Anal.  Post.  i.  10.6  Ovk  $<rri  8*  \nr6Btaii  ovS*  alT)7/ua,  t  kvdyicri  ^Ivai  8t'  airrh 
Ka\  HoKtiv  iiydymi. 


defenders.  For  the  Petitio  Principii  being  in  that  case 
a  particular  misapplication  of  the  syllogistic  method,  and 
postulating  the  latter  as  a  condition  of  its  practicability, 
they  have  inverted  the  relation  of  prior  and  posterior, 
and  assumed  Petitio  Principii  to  be  necessary  to  the 
existence  of  Syllogism. 

But  if,  on  the  other  hand,  there  are  no  such  cases, 
and  the  Syllogism  is  in  consequence  henceforth  to  be 
banished   from   Philosophy,  what   do    we    gain   in    ex- 
change ?     We  Yeduce  the  Laws  of  Thought  from  neces- 
sary to  contingent.     We  degrade  certainty  into  proba- 
bility, and  can  claim  for  that  only  a  subjective  validity. 
But  until  this  latter  hypothesis  is  proved,  the  Syllogism, 
whatever  may  be  its  errors  or  deficiencies,  cannot  be 
comprehended  under  any  one  of  the  fallacies  admitted 
to  be  such  by  the  Logician,     And  this  is  sufficient  as  a 
defence  of  his  own  consistency.     His  method  may  be  an 
incorrect  analysis  of  the  laws  of  the  reasoning  process;  it 
may  be  that  there  are  no  such  laws  at  all.     But  of  either 
of  these  positions  the  onus  probandi  lies  with  the  assail- 
ants, not  with  the  defenders  of  the  Syllogism  °.    It  is  quite 
enough  for  the  Logician,  if  he  exhibits  all  that  is  generally 
considered  valid  reasoning  in  a  syllogistic  form.     If  any 
maintain  that  a  simpler  or  better  type  is  attainable,  he 
waits  with  patience  till  they  produce  it.     If  all  reasoning 
is  fallacious,  he  may  be  contented  to  behold  his  theories 
fall  in  the  general  overthrow  of  all  human  knowledge. 
But,  pending  the  decision  of  this  question,  he  may  leave 

o  To  the  charge  of  Petitio  Principii  which  Campbell  makes  against  the 
Syllogism,  Archbishop  Whately  replies,  that  it  lies  against  all  arguments 
whoever;  the  SyUogism  not  being  a  distinct  kind  of  argument,  but  any 
argument  whatever,  stated  regularly  and  at  full  length.  And  this  reply  is 
substantially  valid,  even  if  we  reject  the  Archbishop's  mode  of  exhibiting 
Induction  as  a  Syllogism  in  Barbara.  For  the  objection  of  Campbell,  if 
vaUd  at  aU,  Hes  against  all  formal  reasoning;  and  logical  Induction,  in  its 
tnie  analysis,  is  equally  formal  with  the  Syllogism. 
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his  adversaries  their  choice  of  one  or  the  other  horn  of  a 
dilemma.  If  there  are  universal  principles  of  truth  not 
entirely  dependent  on  sensation,  the  existence  of  such 
principles  v^^ill  warrant  syllogistic  inference.  If  there  are 
not,  whatever  be  the  value  of  our  individual  sensations 
all  inference  from  them,  by  induction,  example,  analogy, 
or  any  method  whatever,  is,  in  respect  of  objective 
certainty,  worthless. 
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Note  F. 


ON  the  enthymeme. 


The  Enthymeme  is  defined  by  Aristotle,  (ruAXoyicr/to; 
[«TgA^?]  e?  BiMTwv  \  (TYiiJielwv.  The  word  otTsXrjs  is  now 
universally  admitted  to  be  spurious;  and  that  upon 
abundantly  sufficient  evidence,  both  external  and  in- 
ternal ^  Externally,  it  is  not  countenanced  by  the  best 
MSS.  Internally,  it  is  inconsistent  with  the  ordinary 
language  of  Aristotle  ;  with  whom  the  imperfect  syllogism 
signifies,  not  a  Syllogism  with  one  portion  suppressed, 
but  a  Syllogism  in  the  second  or  third  figure,  which  is 
not  immediately  evident  by  the  dictum  de  omni  et  nullo. 
The  word  is  an  interpolation,  and  a  clumsy  one,  designed 
to  accommodate  Aristotle's  definition  to  subsequent  views 
of  the  nature  of  the  Enthymeme,  and  made  by  a  scribe 
not  particulariy  well  versed  in  Aristotelian  phraseology. 

The  eUos  and  (Djftsiov  themselves  are  Propositions ^  the 
former  stating  a  general  probabilityy  the  latter  a  fact, 
which  is  known  to  be  an  indication,  more  or  less  certain, 
of  the  truth  of  some  further  statement,  whether  of  a  single 
fact  or  of  a  general  belief.  The  former  is  a  proposition 
neariy,  though  not  quite,  universal;  as,  "  Most  men  who 

•     — iiiiiiniiHiiiiiiiiiiMiwi'*""!"""*'""'"    ' 

•  For  a  full  account  of  the  evidence  on  this  point,  see  Pacius  on  Anal. 
Pr.  ii.  27.  3.  and  Sir  W.  Hamilton,  Discussions,  p.  154. 

»>  As  is  stated,  Anal.  Pr.  ii.  27. 1 .  and  Rhet.  i.  3.  7.  In  a  looser  sense, 
however,  the  terms  6i\(J$,  a^uov,  r^KfiiipiOP,  are  often  used  for  the  Enthy- 
memes  drawn  from  each.  The  «l/cbs  is  clearly  regarded  hy  Aristotle  as  a 
general  proposition,  employed  as  a  premise.  In  the  Rhetoric,  i.  2. 15.  he 
describes  it  as  having  the  same  relation  to  its  conclusion  as  an  universal 
to  a  particular.  In  another  sense,  any  proposition  may  be  called  probable, 
which  can  as  a  conclusion  be  supported  upon  (morally)  reasonable  grounds; 
in  which  sense  Anaximenes,  or  whoever  was  the  Author  of  the  Bhetonca 
ad  Alexandrum,  defines  the  €Ik6s.  (ch.  8.  4.) 
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envy  hate :"  the  latter  is  a  singular  Proposition,  which 
however  is  not  regarded  as  a  sign,  except  relatively  to 
some  other  Proposition,  which  it  is  supposed  may  be 
inferred  from  it.  The  elxoV,  when  employed  in  an 
Enthymeme,  will  form  the  major  premise  of  a  Syllogism 
*   such  as  the  following : 

Most  men  who  envy  hate, 
This  man  envies, 
Therefore,  This  man  (probably)  hates. 

The  reasoning  is  logically  faulty ;  for,  the  major  premise 
not  beyig  absolutely  universal,  the  middle  term  is  not 
distributed. 

The  crYifj,slov  will  form  one  premise  of  a  8jrlk>gifin  wliicb 
may  be  in  any  of  the  three  figures,  as  in  the  following 
examples : 


Fig.  2. 
All  progu;iiit  lA^omcii  arc  pokv 
TliiB  wonMui  is  paU*.  (2). 
Thereiforei  She  Is  prc^anL 


Fig.  J. 
All  ambitious  men  are  liberal : 
Pittacus  is  ambitious  (s). 
Therefore,  Pittacus  is  liberal. 

Fig.  8. 
Pittacu»  IS  good  (2}% 
Pittacus  is  wife. 
Therefore,  All  wise  men  are  good. 

c  In  the  first  and  second  figvrtfy  t^  wn^tAf  is  cletfiy  the  mintr 
premise ;  this  alone  heing  singular.  In  tbe  iMt4,  la  te  at  qoinO^  is 
concerned,  we  may  choose  between  both  porttmisM.  It  SMmt  mom  MlUiflU 
however  to  prefer  the  migor ;  becauso,  in  ftMifaang  »  re«son  for  oar  htM 
in  a  given  proposition,  we  should  riMurtllj  0IMO  a  fcvmisc  bAtiof  cilbfr 
the  same  predicate  or  the  same  suhfect;  not  000  in  which  tho  poreiieafct  cf 
the  premise  is  the  subject  of  the  oootoSoikll*  For  "^irimf^^ :  Why  4/>  fou 
believe  Pittacus  to  be  liberal  ?  Diricn  bo  fit  Ainhitioit».  VTkf  &»  jra 
believe  wise  men  to  be  good  ?  Beo»iiM  PiUjiieiisi  m  godd.  Than  ik  hr  mtm 
natural  than  to  answer,  "  Becausio  Pin*eiu  io  witcu**  The  ittM  eoO' 
sideration  will  furnish  the  data  fur  intaprattQf  Ml  tkumn  pilM99  in 
Anal.  Pr.  ii.  26.  0.  which  however  it  «cdM  cauMd  mj  fCMtiit  IWls  to 
fttterapL  The  reader  will  fiod  it  iv^tl/  <xplKinfiI  in  m  nolo  to  9t  HilMnTt 
Ttriaiiiiii,  vcL  il.  p.  3ii.  with  iho  oxotplaoa  th«t  the  wjikwam  m$9  be 
meto  clatriy  sAiMd  In  CMtro  Ikon  in  ftTTtrrT 


A. 


..>■• 
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The  Syllogism  in  the  first  figure  is  alone  logically  valid. 
In  the  second,  there  is  an  undistributed  middle  t^rm  :  in, 
the  third,  an  illicit  process  of  the  minor. 

The  a-Yifjisiov  is  defined  by  Aristotle,  irgoTua-ig  avohiXTixYj 
avayxaict  r\  evh^os ;  in  which  the  words  necessary  and 
probable  do  not  relate  to  the  modal  character  of  the 
Proposition  in  itself,  but  to  the  nature  of  its  connexion 
with  the  Conclusion  which  it  is  adduced  to  prove ;  i.  e.  to 
its  logical  validity  when  the  other  premise  is  added"*; 
without  which  addition,  expressed  or  understood,  there  is 
no  Enthymeme  at  all'* 

But  it  may  be  thought  that  the  above  examples  do  not 
furnish  a  sufficient  criterion  for  distinguisbiug  b<jtweeu 
the  two  kind»  of  Enthymeme.  If  both  pnjmiwi.s  must  he 
mentally,  tnd  may  6e  orally,  atipplted,  before  there  is 
«ny  Euihymcmc  at  all,  bow  are  we  to  dctcrrnini!  wlKJiher 
any  given  ijpeeimen  is  an  inKtanoc  of  reasoning  from  u 
sign,  or  from  a  likelihood?     AMij»  for  example,  in  the 


*  BhOU  U  a.  17.  •AjotwoT»  ftkf  tir  >iirm  ii  «r  liMrm  crl^\Ac7l^>«i^.  CT. 
Anil.  Pr.  $.  1.  6.  l^XKrti^f^t  ^i  im  Xfjp«i  ir  ^  rtHrrw  ri»wr  hrtfir  t« 
«^  €*yfJym9  H  irAyKv*  €*i4i*Ufi-  H«ni  ^/A^tiM  it  «ed  in  itostric4<^ 
MiM».  |^VHn<ujcrthorpMinptinUii.Rhfitoric(i.a.U.)Hbi«»ai<«ira« 
U««  mitiirH  UiM  tSi  ^n^^i  mho  neiMOTy,>l  kttft  us  frs^f€4M<fm;  «ni 
the  ^«iMvhM  «ren  hnm  4tflnio4*  **  a  propoiitSMi  Sn  noeccsary  mittcr;* 
u  if  **  M^eatMy  mattec^  wcr»  tk*  pcopsr  pronrioco  til  Rh«lark.  Tbe  int^* 
|c«<«tica  how«>vr  i»  loo  tofconnttimt  «iih  kAMAff%  M*9»fM0l  UagaAen 
u»  %0  IcodMo.  ThM  v<*d»  in  quwtkia,  if  propcriy  bciootfinB  10  ihij>  plMCw 
(ibo  fmem\>\»nioQ  to  Bh«.  1. 2,  S.  i»  oirtifcitoa^)  must  be  10  infUtproAid  m 
to  iionftify  the  MCCSMO  iirtfodtloof  with  mti  thus  <^Vj  oT  mM«^  Ui« 
y««n4yM.  Th«  refcrence  to  tlio  Annljtieft  I  conMit^  u>  aIIo^  not  to  tho 
MeeoDl  of  modftl  «oixlauotu  «i<»due«i  fhaa  modal  pi  cmtim»  hvt  to  tho 
mtnmrf  cimdmMttfUt*  of  prwini»»  k^cnlly  connootaJ.  M  oppesoi  to  iho 
mora  cr  l«n  jvoU&Ir  cwtct'^iliyn w  of  illogiod  «caMnations.  As  u  sfodil 
YoffrcnM»,  nqpfly  Aiml.  Pr.  i.  27.  IQ* 

«  AiMLPr.iLilT.  4.  'Kib  Mir  ee^  4  >*^  ^X*lP  »/^«^»'  «''^^  >^'^'^ 
mAw,  ^4f  I)  Mi  ^  hif  rp^X^^  ^•W^»r>*it.  The  caot«Et  Mh<nir%  Ui»t 
h«  i»  I9«d[k^  of  Sylloffism  only  in  tKe  \<Kfmt  smM  in  vhieh  «11  Enthy. 
«TO  tncludcd. 
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instance  given  above,  may  we  not  call  the  fact  that  "this 
man  envies,"  a  sign  that  he  hates,  as  well  as  the  general 
statement  a  likelihood  ?  Does  not  the  whole  distinction 
depend  on  the  question,  which  is  the  stated,  which  the 
suppressed,  premise  ? 

To  this  it  may  be  replied,  that  Aristotle  distinguishes 
the  elxof  and  Tvi^fiov  merely  as  propositions,  and  no  where 
says  that  they  may  not  be  combined  in  the  same  syllogism. 
In  the  instance  given,  it  so  happens  that  the  minor  premise 
is  a  singular  proposition,  and  may  fairly  be  considered  a 
sign  of  the  conclusion.  But  we  might  obviously  employ 
a  minor  premise  of  another  kind,  such  as,  "  All  malig- 
nant men  are  envious;"  in  which  case  there  is,  properly 
speaking,  no  sign  employed  in  the  reasoning.  But  this 
does  not  affect  the  distinction  between  the  two  Pro- 
positions, A  likelihood  is  such,  per  se, — a  proposition 
stating  a  general  truth,  which  we  are  at  liberty  to  apply 
or  not  to  particular  cases.  A  sign  is  a  sign  of  something 
else, — a  single  fact  stated  as  a  proof  of  something  further; 
which  proof  may,  according  to  material  circumstances,  be 
logically  or  only  morally  conclusive. 

Another  question  sometimes  raised  is,  "  If  the  En- 
thymeme  has  both  premises  supplied,  how  is  it  to  be 
distinguished  from  the  Dialectic  Syllogism  ?"  To  which 
it  may  be  answered,  that,  taking  the  word  Syllogism  in 
its  strictest  sense,  as  a  reasoning  logically  correct,  the 
same  argument  may  in  different  points  of  view  be  con- 
sidered either  as  a  Syllogism  or  an  Enthymeme.  This 
is,  of  course,  only  the  case  with  the  Texjx^giov;  the  other 
specimens  of  the  Enthymeme  being  logically  invalid. 
The  argumentation  ex  Tgx/x,)jp'ou  is  in  this  sense  both 
an  Enthymeme  and  a  Syllogism ; — an  Enthymeme  on 
material  grounds,  inasmuch  as  its  premise  is  a  sign 
of  its  conclusion ; — a  Syllogism  on  formal  grounds, 
inasmuch  as  it  complies  with  the  conditions  of  logical 
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reasoning.  It  is  a  Dialectic  Syllogism,  if  employed  for 
the  purpose  of  dialectic  disputation ;  and,  as  it  usually 
relates  to  those  subjects  to  which  dialectic  disputation  is 
practically  applied^,  it  may  in  general  be  regarded  as, 
potentially  at  least,  dialectic*^. 

In  fact,  it  is  not  as  an  Enthymeme,  but  as  a  Rhetorical 
Syllogism,  that  a  given  specimen  of  reasoning  is  dis- 
tinguished from  the  Dialectical.  The  object  of  the  two 
arts  is  distinct.  That  of  Dialectic  is  to  convince  the 
Intellect ;  that  of  Rhetoric,  to  persuade  the  Will.  The 
same  instrument  may  be  employed  by  both,  and  it  is 
merely  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  employed  that  con- 
stitutes the  distinction  between  them\  Whether  the 
same  means  are  always  available  for  both  purposes; 
whether  the  same  informality  of  reasoning  is  allowed  in 
Dialectic  as  in  Rhetoric,  must  depend  on  the  conditions  by 
which  the  disputants  in  the  former  choose  to  bind  them- 
selves. The  Rhetorician  has  to  influence  an  audience:  if 
he  can  effect  this,  he  will  not  always  be  scrupulous  about 


f  This,  however,  is  by  no  means  necessary.  Matters  not  usually  discussed 
either  by  the  Dialectician  or  Orator  may  equally  be  proved  by  means  of 
TtKfxiipia.  For  example ;  the  falling  of  the  thermometer  to  32°  is  a  sign  of 
freezing ;  the  obscuration  of  the  moon  in  eclipse  is  a  sign  that  the  earth's 
shadow  is  interposed  between  it  and  the  sun.  Such  subjects  are  not 
practically  dialectical,  at  least  in  Aristotle's  view  of  the  art.  As  far  as 
the  mere  interrogatory  form  is  concerned,  it  may  be,  and  was  by  different 
Philosophers,  applied  to  all  varieties  of  matter. 

8  This  proceeds  on  the  supposition  that  the  Dialectician  is  bound  to 
logical  accuracy  in  his  reasonings ;  a  restriction  which  Aristotle  at  least 
would  regard  as  salutary.  See  Anal.  Post.  i.  6.  10.  We  need  not  however 
suppose  that  all  disputants  actually  conformed  to  it. 

^  Cf.  Crakanthorpe,  Logic,  lib.  v.  cap.  1.  "  Utrique  Discipline  hoc  com- 
mune est;  quod  doceat  probabiliter  arguere  :  finem  vero  diversum  uterque 
sibi  proponit.  Quoniam  ergo  eadem  omnino  forma  probabiliter  arguendi 
uterque  utitur,  nos  hie  quod  utrisque  commune  est  tractabimus,  unicuique 
hberum  relinquentes,  an  Dialecticus  esse  veHt,  et  uti  hac  forma  proba- 
biliter arguendi  ad  verum  inveniendtim ;  an  Khetor,  et  uti  eadem  form& 
probabiliter  arguendi  ad  suadendum  aut  dissuadendum. 
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the  logical  accuracy  of  his  reasoning.  In  Dialectic,  two 
champions  are  opposed  to  each  other :  they  may,  before 
engaging,  dictate  the  conditions  of  the  combat. 

As  regards  the  account  of  the  Enthymeme  in  the 
Prior  Analytics,  I  am  not  aware  that  any  further  expla- 
nation is  needed  \  But  in  the  corresponding  chapters  of 
the  Rhetoric  one  or  two  difficulties  remain,  an  elucida- 
tion of  which,  though  not  strictly  within  my  present 
province,  may  perhaps  be  serviceable  to  the  readers  of 
the  latter  Treatise. 

In  Rhet.  i.  2, 18.  we  are  told,  that  when  the  Enthymeme 
is  in  the  third  figure,  the  (DjfteTov  is  to  its  conclusion  as  a 
particular  to  an  universal.  In  the  second  figure,  on  the 
other  hand,  as  an  universal  to  a  particular.  The  relation 
in  the  first  figure  is  not  mentioned,  but  the  context  seems 
rather  to  connect  it  with  the  former  than  with  the  latter. 
This  passage  may  be  interpreted  in  two  ways.  Either 
we  may  compare  the  conclusion  of  the  Enthymeme 
with  the  cDjjxgiov  itself,  or  with  the  major  premise  of 
that  Syllogism  whose  minor  is  the  (DjjxeTov.  In  the  former 
interpretation  the  word  aij/xeTov  is  used  properly  for  the 
proposition;  in  the  latter  widely,  for  the  reasoning  of 
which  such  proposition  forms  a  portion. 

If  the  first  interpretation  be  adopted,  (which  seems 
preferable,)  we  must  compare  the  two  propositions 
relatively  to  that  term  in  which  they  are  unlike ;  i.  e.  if 
^hey  have  the    same    subject,  we   must  compare   their 


»  Except  perhaps  that  Aristotle,  in  Anal.  Pr.  ii.  27.,  admits  a  (rnnuov  in 
the  second  figure,  which  in  the  former  chapter  he  condemned.  The  con- 
demnation seems  to  be  made  on  logical  grounds.  The  logical  value  of  two 
affirmative  premises  in  the  second  figure  is  absolute  zero ;  whereas  the 
(TTifiuov  in  the  third  figure,  though  faulty  as  employed  to  prove  an  universal, 
conclusion,  is  valid  for  particulars.  For  rhetorical  purposes,  however,  the 
second  figure  is  also  admissible ;  an  accumulation  of  Enthymemes,  all 
logically  worthless,  may  amount  to  a  moral  certainty. 
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predicates;  if  they  have  the  same  predicate,  we  must 
compare  their  subjects. 

According  to  this  method,  it  will  be  seen,  that  in  the 
first  figure,  the  predicate  of  the  sign  is  to  that  of  its 
conclusion  as  part  to  whole,  or  as  species  to  genus. 
Hence  its  logical  validity :  whatever  subject  is  included 
under  a  species  is  necessarily  included  under  its  genus. 
But  in  the  second  figure  the  relation  is  that  of  whole  to 
part,  or  of  genus  to  species;  and  this  is  illogical,  the 
whole  genus  not  being  included  under  one  of  its  species. 

But  if  we  adopt  the  second  interpretation,  and  compare 
the  major  premise  with  the  conclusion,  we  shall  be  com- 
pelled in  the  first  figure  to  compare  together  the  two 
subjects,  since  both  propositions  have  the  same  predicate. 
In  this  case  the  relation  will  be  inverted ;  the  premise 
being  to  the  conclusion  as  an  universal  rule  to  a  single 
instance.  In  the  second  figure,  we  are  at  liberty  to 
compare  either  the  quantity  of  the  two  propositions  as 
determined  by  their  subjects,  or  the  extent  of  their 
respective  predicates.  In  either  case,  however,  the  result 
is  the  same ;  the  relation  remaining  that  of  universal  to 
particular. 

The  Enthymeme  in  the  third  figure  presents  no  diffi- 
culty. Whichever  interpretation  be  adopted,  the  same 
proposition,  "  Pittacus  is  good,"  is  compared  with  the 
conclusion,  "  All  wise  men  are  good."  In  both  cases, 
the  comparison  lies  between  the  two  subjects,  and  the 
relation  is  that  of  particular  to  universal. 

But  perhaps  the  most  difficult  passage  in  this  portion 
of  the  Rhetoric  is  that  in  which  Aristotle  describes  an 
important,  and  previously,  as  he  tells  us,  unnoticed 
distinction  between  various  classes  of  Enthymemes. 
Some  of  these,  he  says,  belong  to  Rhetoric,  some  to 
other  arts  and  faculties.  The  same  may  be  said  of  the 
connexion  of  the  Syllogism  with  Dialectic.     Dialectical 
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or  Rhetorical  reasoDings  are  founded  on  t^oi  ;  the 
others  on  the  peculiar  principles  of  that  Science  or  Art 
to  which  thej  belong*'. 

This  passage  is  generally  found  puzzling  to  a  beginner 
on  two  accounts.  Firstly,  he  is  apt  to  fancy  Dialectic 
synonymous  with  Logic,  and  to  confound  it  with  the 
formal  Science  of  that  name ;  an  error  which  the  Com- 
mentary most  likely  to  fall  in  his  way  is  not  unlikely 
to  confirm.  Secondly,  having  previously  seen  the  Enthy- 
meme  defined  as  the  Rhetorical  Syllogism  ;  there  seems 
some  inconsistency  in  the  subsequent  observation,  that 
some  Enthymemes  are  Rhetorical,  others  not  so. 

In    explanation    it    may    be    observed:     First,   that 
Dialectic   and   Rhetoric    are   not   formal  Sciences,  but 
material    Arts.     Their    Logic    is    not   a   Logica   docens, 
treating  of  the  general  form  of  Reasoning,  but  a  Logica 
utens,  treating  of  Reasoning  as  applied  to  a  particular 
matter.     That  matter  is  furnished  by  the  tottoi.     Rhetoric 
and  Dialectic  do  not  merely  lay  down  the  form  in  which 
their  reasonings  ought  to  proceed,  but  likewise  provide 
certain  general  principles  of  probability,  from  which  the 
matter  of  their  major  premises  is  to  be  drawn.     These 
ToVoi  or  common-places  hold  the  same  position  in  the 
Dialectic    Syllogism,    as    the    most    universal    kind    of 
axioms  in  the  Demonstrative.     They  are  not  gained  by 
exclusive    observation   of  any    one   particular  class   of 
objects  belonging  to  this  or  that  art  or  faculty,  but  are 
indifferently  applicable  to  all.     Such   is   the    example 
quoted  by  Aristotle  as  6  Tof>  [jluWov  xoti  ^ttov  toVoj.     Of 
this  in  the  Topics  he   gives  four  cases,  of  which  the 
following  may  be  taken  as  a  specimen.     "  If  the  more 
likely  assertion  on  any  subject  be  untrue,  the  less  likely 
is  probably  untrue  likewise."     A  general  maxim  of  this 


k  Rhet.  i.  a.  '^0,  21. 
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kind  is  obviously  available  freg)  huaicov  )ia)  4)u<r«xcSv  xa)  irepi 
TFoXiTixcov,  Koi)  fTsg)  TToXKcov  hoKpsgovToov  eiht. 

Secondly,  it  may  be  observed  that  the  Enthymeme  is 
not  necessarily  confined  to  the  Rhetorical  kind  of  matter, 
A  syllogism  from  likelihoods  or  signs,  whatever  be  the 
object,  is   an  Enthymeme.     In  like  manner,  any    syl- 
logism in  probable  matter  may  become  an  instrument  of 
Dialectic  reasoning ;  whether  it  be  based  on  the  general 
probabilities  which  Dialectic  materially  furnishes,  or  on 
more  limited  assumptions  drawn  from   special  observ- 
ations.    The  Physician,  for  example,  within  the  field  of 
his  own  experience,  may  know  that  in  nine  cases  out 
of  ten  where  a  patient  exhibits  certain  symptoms,  the 
disease  terminates  fatally.     The  student  of  history  may 
learn  that  in  the  majority  of  cases  revolution  leads  to 
anarchy,  and  anarchy  is  suppressed  by  despotism.    Either 
of  these  may  become  the  basis  of  a  reasoning  process 
in  probable  matter ;  but  the  Syllogism  or  Enthymeme  is 
not,   properly   speaking.  Dialectical  or  Rhetorical,  but 
Medical  or  Political.     And  although  there  is  nothing  in 
the  Dialectical  or  Rhetorical  Method  that  prevents  its 
being  applied  to  these  or  any  other  special  subjects,  yet 
in  proportion  as  any  one  so  applies  it,  Aristotle  regards 
him  as  departing  from  the  legitimate  matter  of  Dialectic 
or  Rhetoric,  and  adopting  that  of  some  definite  Art  or 
Science ^     For  the  same  reason,  when  he  speaks  of  the 
special  application  of  Rhetoric  to  Political  deliberation, 
he  warns  us  that  its  object  matter  must  not  be   con- 
sidered  as  that  of  Rhetoric  per  se,  but   as   primarily 
and  properly  belonging  to  Politics,  secondarily  only  to 
Rhetoric  in  one  of  its  practical  applications". 

»  Rhet.  i.  2.  21.     TaOro  5€,  ^ffcp  ris  hv  fi4\riov  iKK^rai  r&s  vpoTdffeis, 

hpxa75,  ohKiri  8taAeKTi/c^  ohl\  f>r)ropiKi]  hW  iKtivn  Harai  h  ^X"  t^s  kpxds. 
"  Rhet.  i.  4.  4,  5. 
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A  few  words  in  conclusion  on  the  origin  of  the  name 
Enthymeme.  That  its  etymology  is  to  be  found  in  Iv 
and  dwftoj,  is  undeniable ;  but  only  in  the  same  degree  as 
is  also  true  of  Ivflu/AsTo-Sa*,  h^vfuog,  and  other  cognate  terms. 
But  that  it  has  no  special  reference  to  a  premise  in  the 
mind,  is  evident ;  first,  because  Qufxh^  in  the  Aristotelian 
phraseology  is  not  "  the  mind,"  and  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  expression  or  suppression  of  premises:  secondly, 
because  the  word  evdu/xij/^a  occurs  in  writers  earlier  than 
Aristotle,  and  before  it  could  have  assumed  its  technical 
meaning.  To  ascertain  the  true  derivation,  however,  is 
not  so  easy  as  to  refute  a  palpably  absurd  one.  If, 
however,  we  were  compelled  to  make  a  suggestion,  the 
following,  though  not  confidently  put  forward,  has  at 
least  the  merit  of  not  being  positively  ridiculous.  Ac- 
cording to  the  analogy  of  words  of  the  same  termination, 
such  as  ^iAooro<p>]|u,a,  sfri^slgi^fioi,  (T6<pi(yi/.oLy  &c.  lvfiy/A>j]U.a  will 
properly  signify  the  result  of  an  act  of  reflection".  Hence 
it  is  used  by  Sophocles  for  a  thought  suggested  by  a  person 
or  things,  and  by  XenophonP,  for  a. plan  designed,  opposed 
to  egyov,  the  execution.  The  term  is  thus  naturally  enough 
applicable  to  the  suggestions  or  persuasive  arguments  of 
Rhetoric,  as  distinguished  from  the  demonstrations  of 
Science. 

»  Cf.  Melanchthon,  Erotem.  Dial.  p.  187.  ed.  1568.   Enthymema  significat 
cogitationem  seu  quiddam  cogitatum,  ut  nos  dicimus,  Ein  Bedenken. 
o  (Ed.  Col.  292,  1199. 
P  Anah.  iii.  5.  12.    See  also  CEcon.  20.  24. 
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ON  INDUCTION. 
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Induction,  as  far  as  it  is  a  Logical  process  at  all,  is 
equally  formal  with  Syllogism;  though  proceeding  in 
the  inverse  order;  viz.  from  the  aggregate  of  individuals 
to  the  universal  whole  constituted  by  them ;  instead  of 
from  the  whole  to  the  several  individuals  contained 
under  it.  It  is  defined  by  Aristotle,  "  proving  the  major 
term  of  the  middle  by  means  of  the  minor  ^;"  in  which 
definition,  the  expressions  major,  middle,  and  minor,  are 
used  relatively  to  their  extension,  to  designate  respectively 
the  attribute  proved,  the  constituted  species  of  which  it 
is  proved,  and  the  aggregate  of  individuals  by  which  the 
species  is  constituted.  The  form  in  which  the  Inductive 
Reasoning^  naturally  appears,  exhibits  an  apparent, 
though  not  a  real,  resemblance  to  the  third  figure  of 
Syllogism.     Thus: 

X,  Y,  Z,  (minor,)  are  B  (major); 

X,  Y,  Z,  are  all  A  (middle);  therefore, 

AU  A  is  B. 

The  resemblance  to  the  third  figure  is  apparent  only ; 
the  true  distinctions  being,  1.  That  in  the  minor  premise 
of  the  Induction,  the  copula  does  not  represent  the 
subject  as  contained  under,  but  as  constituting,  the 
predicate.     2.  That  in  consequence  of  this  distinction, 

•  Th  Sick  rov  kripov  Odrepop  &Kpov  ry  fJiiffv  (Tv\\oyi<raadai.   Anal.  Pr.  ii. 

23.2. 

b  In  a  loose  sense,  Aristotle  calls  it  6  4^  iirayuryris  avWoyifffids, 
where  the  word  does  not  denote  the  Syllogism  proper,  or  reasoning  from 
the  universal  whole  to  the  contained  parts,  but  is  extended  to  formal 
reasoning  in  general.  In  like  manner,  in  Rhet.  u.  25.  8.  he  speats  of  the 
Enthymeme  as  including  Example. 
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an  universal  conclusion  is  logically  drawn  in  this  form, 
which  is  not  valid  in  the  third  figure  of  Syllogism. 

We  see  then,  that  in  the  Inductive  process  the  Copula 
is  ambiguous,  expressing  in  the  major  premise  and  in 
the  conclusion,  the  relation  of  a  contained  part  to  a  con- 
taining whole ;  in  the  minor  premise,  that  of  constituting 
parts  to  a  constituted  whole.  This  ambiguity  has  been 
remarked  as  a  deficiency  in  technical  language^;  but 
there  is  no  term  suflSciently  naturalized  in  Logic  to  serve 
as  a  substitute  to  express  the  latter  relation. 

On  Induction,  as  exhibited  above,  it  may  be  remarked, 

I.  That  the  distinction  between  a  perfect  and  an  im- 
perfect Induction  is  extralogical.  Logic  recognises  no 
inference  that  is  not  necessitated  by  the  Laws  of  Thought: 
and  therefore  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  Induction  is 
perfect,  i.  e.  that  the  Individuals  mentioned  are  in  reality 
the  whole  constituents  of  the  species,  before  the  Inductive 
Inference  can  come  in  any  way  within  the  province  of 
the  Logician.  To  inquire  what  is  tlie  warrant  for  this 
presumption  ;  to  ask  what  amount  of  observation  will 
warrant  us  in  assuming  X,  Y,  and  Z,  to  be  all  the  . 
members  of  the  class  A;  is  like  asking  in  syllogistic 
reasoning,  how  do  we  know  that  the  premises  are  true  ? 
undoubtedly  a  most  important  question,  but  not  to 
be  answered  by  Logic.  So  also  any  compromise  with 
material  probability,  any  statement  of  the  individuals 
as  samples  or  adequate  representatives  of  their  class  % 
is  a  surrender  of  the  essential  principle  of  Logical 
Reasoning :  the  parts  are  absolutely  the  whole ;  or  the 
inference  is,  logically  speaking,  worthless. 

It  is  manifest,  however,  that  the   Induction  may  be 


V-^  ' 


e  Edinburgh  Review,  No.  115.  p.  229.  (reprinted  in  Hamilton's  Dis- 
elusions,  p.  363.)  From  this  admirable  Article  the  greater  part  of  the 
materials  for  the  present  note  have  been  derived. 


*  Whately's  Logic,  p.  260.  (Sixth  Edition.) 
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easily  stated  in  such  a  form,  as  to  transfer  the  material  \ 
difficulty  from  the  minor  premise  to  the  major;  in  which 
case  the  question  may  be  satisfactorily  answered  by  that 
Art  or  Science  to  which  the  Proposition  materially 
belongs.  Thus  the  example  given  by  Aldrich  might  be 
stated  as  follows : 

The  magnets  which  I  have  observed,  and  also  those  which 

I  have  not  observed,  attract  iron ; 
The  magnets  which  I  have  observed,  and  those  which  I  have 

not  observed,  are  all  magnets ; 
Therefore,  All  magnets  attract  iron. 
In  this  mode  of  Stating,  the  minor  premise  is  unde- 
niably true.  The  doubtful  part  of  the  major,  relating  to 
the  properties  of  unobserved  objects,  must  be  determined 
by  the  analogies  of  'the  Science  to  which  the  objects 
belong,  and  by  the  material  inquiry,  what  kind  of 
samples  or  specimens  will  warrant  our  asserting  of 
others  what  we  have  observed  in  them. 

II.  It   is   precisely  in   the   mode    of  answering   this 
material  inquiry,  that  the  whole  difference  lies  between 
the  ancient  Inductio  per  enumerationein  simplicem,  and 
that  Interpretation  of  Nature  insisted  upon  by  Bacon. 
The  disciple  of  the  former  method,  when  asked,  How  do 
you  know  that  other  specimens  of  your  class  possess  the 
same  property  as  these?    will  reply.  Because   I  have 
never  seen  one  which  does  not  possess  it.     The  Ba- 
conian, on  the  other  hand,  will  answer.  Because  I  have 
selected  such  instances  as  give  evidence  of  an  universal 
law:    I  have  examined  those   specimens   of  the   class 
which  have  nothing  in  common,  except  the  possession 
of  the  property  in  question  :  I  have  compared  them  with 
objects  not  possessing  it,  and  I  find  its  absence  always 
accompanied  by  that  of  one  of  the  essential  attributes 
of  this  class®. 

•  Bacon,  Nov.  Org.  lib.  ii.  Aph.  x  sqq.  xxu  sqq. 
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A  recent  writer  has  exhibited  the  Inductive  Method  of 
Socrates  as  a  specimen  of  that  Inductio  per  enumera- 
tionem  simplicem  which  the  Baconian   philosophy  has 
superseded ^     But  it  has  been  before  observed  that  the 
Socratic  reasoning  is  not  properly  Induction,  but  Example, 
It  is  inconclusive,  not  because  it  is  an  Induction   by 
Simple  Enumeration,  but  because  it  is  no  Induction  at 
all.     The  Simple  Enumeration,  if  complete,  will  form  the 
basis  of  what,  logically  speaking,  is  a  valid  Induction ; 
and  it  is  precisely  because  the  Socratic  Method  does 
not  pretend  to  completeness,  that  Logic  does  not  recog- 
nise the  inference.     It  is  true  that  in  Simple  Enumeration 
this  completeness  is  often  difficult,  sometimes  impossible 
to  attain.     And  it  is  the  additional  security  on  this  point 
that  constitutes  the  chief  merit  of  the  Baconian  process. 
But  this  is  a  material,  not  a  logical,  merit.     It  affects  our 
ground  of  confidence  in  the  truth  of  certain  propositions, 
not  the  nature  of  the  inference  from  those  propositions 
assumed  to  be  true.     Neither  in  Induction  nor  in  Syl- 
logism does  the  Organon  of  Bacon  supersede  that  of 
Aristotle.      "Each,"    as    Sir    W.    Hamilton    observes, 
"  proposes  a  different  end ;  both,  in  different  ways,  are 
useful s."     The  ancient  Philosopher  considers  "  the  laws 
under  which  the  subject  thinks;"    the   modem,  "those 
under  which  the  object  is  to  be  known."     The  Induction 
of  Bacon,  as  furnishing  more  accurate  rules  for  physical 
investigation,  may  supersede  the  Induction  of  Socrates ; 
for  the  latter  owes  its  validity  solely  to  the  matter.     It 
cannot  affect  the  Induction  of  Aristotle,  of  which  the 
validity  depends  solely  on  the /orw. 

The  perversions  of  the  Aristotelian  Induction  by  Aldrich 
and  Archbishop  Whately  have  already  been  noticed.  On 
this  point  it  will  be  sufficient  to  observe,  that  any  attempt 

f  Lewes,  Biographical  History  of  Philosophy,  vol.  i.  p.  215. 
«  Reid's  Works,  p.  712. 
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to  reduce  Induction  to  Syllogism,  in  the  strict  sense 
of  the  term,  must  commence  by  inverting  the  whole 
operation ;  stating  as  a  preliminary  assumption  that 
which  is  really  the  conclusion  of  the  Inductive  process. 
It  moreover  leaves  us  no  alternative  between  converting 
mere  empirical  judgments  into  self-evident  axioms,  or 
destroying  the  whole  foundation  of  reasoning,  by  com- 
mencing with  a  Syllogism  whose  premises  themselves 
must  be  proved  by  another  Syllogism,  and  so  on  ad 
infinitum. 

The  Aristotelian  Induction  proper  has  been  described 
as  an  analytical,  its  counterpart.  Syllogism,  as  a  syn^  I 
thetical  process;  and  the  two  have  respectively  been 
identified  with  the  \oyoi  hir)  rot;  otq^oL^  and  coco  twv  agx^v 
of  Aristotle^.  And  this  is  in  one  sense  correct,  though, 
according  to  a  various  notion  of  whole  and  part,  the, 
terras  Analysis  and  Synthesis  have  perpetually  been 
interchanged  with  each  other.  According  as  we  look  to 
the  comprehension,  or  to  the  extension  of  the  notions,  we 
may  regard  the  Genus  as  a  part  of  the  Species,  or  the 
Species  as  a  part  of  the  Genus.  Hence  the  notions  of 
Synthesis  and  Analysis,  of  the  composition  of  parts  into 
a  whole,  and  the  resolution  of  a  whole  into  parts,  will, 
as  we  adopt  the  one  or  the  other  point  of  view,  be 
inverted.  We  have  previously  spoken  of  Induction  as 
an  inference  from  the  constituting  parts  to  the  con- 
stituted whole.  In  this  respect  it  is  synthetical,  the  parts 
and  whole  being  viewed  in  their  logical  or  extensional 
relation.  In  the  same  point  of  view,  the  Platonic 
method  of  division  is  sometimes  called  analytical  ^  On 
the  other  hand,  in  the  ordinary  modern  use  of  the  terms, 
Induction  is  analytical,  adopting  the  metaphysical  Te\a.tion 


h  See  Michelet  in  Eth.  Nic.  p.  25. 

>  Diog.  Laert.  iii.  24.  Van  Heusue,  Initia,  p.  261.    Cousin,  Fragments 
PhUosophiques,  I.  p.  275.  ed.  1847. 
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of  part  and  whole  as  simpler  or  more  complex  notions. 
In  this  point  of  view,  Division  and  Definition  are  respec- 
tively the  Synthesis  and  Analysis  of  notions  as  expressed 
in  simple  terms.  In  the  former,  we  combine  Genus  and 
Difierentia  into  Species ;  in  the  latter,  we  resolve  Species 
into  Genus  and  Diflferentia.  A  similar  relation  exists 
between  the  processes  of  uniting  Accidents  to  a  Species, 
in  distinguishing  its  several  individuals,  and  abstracting 
the  Specific  notion  from  the  Accidents,  in  the  formation 
of  Universals.  Syllogism  and  Induction  in  like  manner 
\  are  respectively  the  Synthesis  and  Analysis  of  the  same 
notions  when  forming  the  subjects  of  a  judgment.  For 
on  examination  of  the  firnt  figure,  which  18  tbc  iMtural 
form  of  Syllogism,  it  will  be  seen,  that  it  proctiiNls,  by 
division  of  the^iddle  term,  to  predicate  of  the  several 
Species  what  was  previously  predicated  of  ihe  Genud. 
Induction,  on  the  other  hand,  in  itii  natural  form,  pro- 
ceeds by  a  process  of  ahstract'wn^  from  ihe  individuali 
constituting  a  Species  to  their  ooromon  Species  so  eon* 
stituted. 

As  regards  the  etymology  of  the  Dame;  botli  the 
Greek  evaywyri^  and  its  I^atin  equivalent  InductiOp  seem 
to  have  been  originally  applied  with  rrfcrenec  to  the 
Socratic  accumulation  of  iuBtances  to  serve  as  mi  luitc* 
cedent  for  establishing  the  required  eoncluxiou.  The 
Platonic  use  of  liraygiv  will  support  this  viewV  Such  h 
also  clearly  the  interpretation  of  Cicero.  "  Hue  in  generc 
prsecipiendum  nobis  videtur,  primum,  ut  illud  quod 
inducemus  per  similitudineio,  eju.smadi  sit,  ut  sit  uecesse 
concedij  nam  ex  quo  postulabimu»  nobis  illnd  qaod 
dubium  sit  concedi,  dubium  eese  idipsum  non  oportebit 

k  Cratyl.  p.  420.  d.  Toirro  liUri  ^^  d«««»f,  i  "XiU^mrtfj  VM(»^rpar  #y^t». 
Where  Heindorf  renders, "  Confcrtias  fHin  ftior»  «fferrD,  it»  ut  alunxm 
tlitri  miIAaa^  in  liflfBilit  WttHimaunaMT  The  substAodro  ^raytr^^  hu  i 
TCTj  6iStnai  «tOM  in  Plito;  #.g.  R#fw  a.  p.  4^4.  e.  Le^.  xi.  M3.  d.  Qf. 


Deinde  illud  cujus  confirmandi  causa  fiet  Tnductio,  viden- 
dum  est  ut  simile  iis  rebus  sit,  quas  res,  quasi  non 
dubias,  ante  induxerimus^,^^  Quintilian,  however,  applies 
the  term  rather  to  the  bringing  in,  as  an  inference,  of 
the  question  to  be  proved.  "  Nam  ilia,  qua  plurimum 
Socrates  est  usus,  banc  habuit  viam ;  cum  plura  inter- 
rogasset,  quae  fateri  adversario  necesse  esset,  novissime 
id,  de  quo  quajrebatur,  inferebatf  cui  simile  concessisset; 
id  est  inductio"."  Another  meaning  of  the  Greek  litaym 
and  sirocyooyos,  as  well  as  of  the  Latin  inducere  and  in- 
duction might  seem  to  point  rather  to  the  persuading  and 
influencing  the  mind  of  the  hearer".  But  the  first  de- 
rivation is  preferable.  The  questioD^  however,  a«  far  a* 
Arixtotle  is  concerned,  i*  not  of  any  great  consequence. 
For,  M  that  Pliilosopfaer  did  not  invco^tlic  name,  but 
only  modified  the  usage  of  a  t<!riii  current  among  his 
predeoessorSy  tlie  etymology  will  be  of  little  serrico 
towards  illustriUing  the  notion  vrhieb  he  attached  to  it, 

'  D*  ImttnliiNtr,  i,  ^ft, 
• /aW.  Orstf.  V.  11. 

Tn>(.  Lo^.  ii.  II. 
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Note  H. 
on  example  and  analogy. 

I  Example  is  defined  by  Aristotle,  "  proving  the  major 
Hj;erni  of  the  middle  by  a  term  resembling  the  minor*." 
This  definition  is  obscure,  from  being  worded  so  as  to 
contrast  with  his  definition  of  Induction,  in  which  the 
major  terra  is  proved  of  the  middle  by  the  minor.  It 
does  not  apply  to  the  singular  conclusion  ultimately 
established,  but  to  the  universal  proposition  which  forms 
the  conclusion  of  the  inductive  portion  of  the  Example. 
Thus,  if  we  expand  Aristotle^s  instance  into  its  complete 
form,  composed  of  an  imperfect  induction  and  a  syllo- 
gism, it  will  run  thus : 

The   war   of  the    Thebans  and  Phocians   (D)   was  an 

evil  (A), 
The  war  of  the  Thebans  and  Phocians  was  a  war  between 
neighbours  (B), 
,'.  All  wars  between  neighbours  are  evil. 
A  war  between  the  Athenians  and  Thebans  (C)  is  a  war 
between  neighbours. 
.-.It  is  an  evil. 

In  this  reasoning  there  are  four  terms,  A  the  major,  B  the 
middle,  C  the  minor,  D  the  OjttoTov.  The  definition  applies 
to  the  third  proposition,  in  which  A  is  proved  of  B  by 
means  of  D.  If  the  final  conclusion  were  taken  into 
account,  the  Example  might  be  more  correctly  defined 
as  a  reasoning  in  which  the  major  term  is  proved  of  the 
minor  by  means  of  a  middle,  of  which  middle  the  major 
has  been  proved  by  a  term  resembling  the  minor. 

*  IlapdBeiyixa  5'  i<rr\i/  Brav  r(f  ^cVy  rh  6,Kpov  vjrdpxov  Set^^j?  5to  rod  b^oiov 
T(f  rpirtf.     Anal.  Pr.  ii.  24.  1. 


Example  differs  from  Induction  in  two  principal 
points.  1.  Induction  enumerates  all  the  individuals 
in  the  minor  term,  so  as  to  constitute  the  middle :  Ex- 
ample selects  single  instances.  2.  Induction  stops  at 
the  universal  conclusion :  Example  proceeds  to  infer 
syllogistically  a  conclusion  concerning  another  indi- 
vidual**. 

The  Example,  as  thus  exhibited,  has  no  logical  value 
as  an  independent  reasoning.  We  are  not  warranted  in 
assuming,  as  a  necessary  law  of  thought,  that  two  things 
which  resemble  each  other  in  any  one  given  quality  must 
likewise  resemble  each  other  in  any  other''.  The  reason- 
ing may  have  more  or  less  material  weight,  according 
to  the  character  of  the  particular  qualities  compared, 
and  to  what  we  may  empirically  know  of  their  connection 
with  each  other.  It  thus  comes  under  the  kind  of 
evidence  mentioned  by  Bishop  Butler''  as  probable; 
which  admits  of  degrees,  and  of  all  variety  of  them, 
from  the  highest  moral  certainty  to  the  very  lowest 
presumption.  But  degrees  of  evidence  are  inadmissible 
in  Pure  Logic.  Either  the  conclusion  necessarily 
follows  from  the  admitted  truth  of  die  premises,  or  it 
does  not.  In  the  former  case,  all  reasonings  are  in  a 
logical  point  of  view  equally  necessary  ;  in  the  latter,  all 
are  equally  worthless*.  That  the  inference  in  Example 
is  material,  not  formal,  appears  the  instant  we  attempt 
to  state  it  in  symbolical  form:  e.  g.  A  and  B  are  both 
X,  A  is  also  Y,  therefore  B  is  Y.  This  reasoning  has  no 
force  until  we  know  the  matter^  i.  e.  what  particular 
objects  are  signified  by  A  and  B,  X  and  Y^ 

^  Anal.  Pr.  ii.  24.  3. 
c  Cf.  Hegel,  Werke,  vol.  v.  p.  151. 
^  Introduction  to  the  Analogy. 
«  See  Sir  William  Hamilton,  Discussions,  p.  159. 

'  Kant  classes  imperfect  inductioa.and  analogy  as  si/Iloyisms  of  the  judy- 
mcni,  and  describes  tlicm  as  furnisbiug  a  hifual  presumption  of  their  con- 
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On  the  other  hand,  the  Example  has  a  strictly  logical 
.value,  when  it  is  used,  not  as  an  independent  reasoning, 
but  as  an  answer  to  objections.  Thus  it  does  not  logically 
follow,  because  A  and  B  are  both  X,  and  A  is  Y,  that  B  is 
also  Y.  But  the  union  of  X  and  Y  in  the  instance  of  A 
logically  proves  that  X  and  Y  are  not  incompatible  with 
each  other ;  that  one  X  at  least  is  Y;  and  therefore  that  the 
two  attributes  may  coexist  in  the  same  subject.  Hence 
the  Example  is  logically  valid  against  any  reasoner  who 
maintains  that  a  thing  cannot  be  Y,  because  it  is  X.  But, 
in  this  case,  the  conclusion  is  not  assertorial,  "  B  is  Y," 
but  only  problematical,  "  B  may  he  Y." 

The  Example  is  sometimes  loosely  called  reasoning 
from  Analogy^,  This  term,  however,  properly  belongs 
not  to  absolute  similarity  in  any  given  quality,  but  only 
to  similarity  of  relations.  Thus  Aristotle  speaks  of  an 
analogy  between  sight  and  intellect,  the  one  being  re- 
lated to  the  body  as  the  other  to  the  soul^.  And  the 
argument  of  Bishop  Butler's  Analogy  of  Religion  to  the 
Constitution  and  Course  of  Nature  may  be  put  into  the 
/  same  form.  The  difficulties  in  Religion,  natural  and 
revealed,  have  the  same  relation  to  their  respective 
systems,  that  the  difficulties  in  the  course  of  nature  have 
to  the  entire  system  of  nature.  If  then  the  latter  be 
admitted  to  proceed  from  a  Divine  Author,  the  diffi- 
culties in  the  two  former  are  not  a  valid  objection 
against  a  like  origin.  This  reasoning  from  Analogy 
corresponds  to  what  is  sometimes  called  the  Induc- 
tion of  Socrates,  and  to  the  TragafioXyj  mentioned  in 
Aristotle's    Rhetoric'.      Like    the    Example    proper,  it 

elusion.  But  this  classification  ought  to  have  excluded  them  from  Formal 
Logic. 

8  See  Keid,  Intellectual  Powers,  i.  4.  Mill,  Logic,  b.  iii.  ch.  20.  Hoflf- 
bauer,  Logik,  §.  453.    Krug,  Loyik,  §.  168. 

h  Eth.  Nic.  i.  4.  12.     Cf.  Whately's  Rhetoric,  Appendix,  note  E. 

'  TlapafioKi]  5«  to  2wKpaTiK(i,    Rhei.  ii.  20.4.     Compare  the  reasoning  of 


has  no  logical  value  as  an  independent  reasoning;  its 
symbolical  form  being,  A  is  to  B  as  C  to  D ;  A  is  X, 
therefore  C  is  X.  Here  it  is  evident  that  the  premises 
may  be  true  and  yet  the  conclusion  false.  Its  material 
value,  like  that  of  Example,  may  admit  of  any  degree, 
from  zero  to  moral  certainty.  Like  Example  too,  it 
has  a  logical  value  as  an  answer  to  objections.  Thus, 
in  Butler's  argument,  the  difficulties  in  Religion  are 
not  intended  logically  to  prove  its  divine  origin;  but 
to  shew,  as  is  admitted  by  the  antagonist  in  the  case 
of  the  natural  world,  that  the  existence  of  difficulties 
does  not  furnish  a  logical  argument  against  it. 

Socratess  in  the  Gonjias,  p.  460.  with  the  criticism  of  Boethius,  de  SyU, 
Cat.  lib.  ii.  Opera,  p.  600. 
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Note  I. 

ON  THE  HYPOTHETICAL  SYLLOGISM. 

That  the  (rvX\oyi(rfxo)  l^  v-TroQsa-soog  of  Aristotle  are  not 
identical  with  those  which,  since  the  time  of  Theophrastus 
and  Eudemus,  have  been  received  in  Logic  as  Hypothe- 
tical Syllogisms,  is  now  generally  admitted  ^  The  word 
Hypothetical  is  never  by  Aristotle  opposed  to  Cate- 
gorical, but  to  Ostensive  (SsiXTixoV*") ;  and  he  remarks  that 
the  Syllogistic  portion  of  the  reasoning  in  Hypothetical 
Syllogisms  is  ostensive,  and  requires  no  reduction ;  but 
that  the  determination  of  the  original  question  is  not 
effected  by  Syllogism  at  all,  and  cannot  be  exhibited  in 
Syllogistic  form.  The  meaning  of  this  may  be  clearly 
explained  by  examples. 

Of  the  Hypothetical  Syllogism,  two  principal  kinds  are 
mentioned  by  Aristotle.  One  is  the  «Traywy^  s\g  to  aluvcuTov: 
the  other  is  a  Syllogism  of  which  the  conclusiveness  depends 
entirely  on  agreement  between  two  contending  parties, 
and  which  is  therefore  chiefly  serviceable  in  dialectic 
disputation.     The  latter  may  be  exhibited  as  follows. 

The  original  question  being  to  prove  that  some  A  is 
not  B ;  the  contending  parties  agree  to  the  hypothesis, 
that  if  some  A  is  not  C,  it  is  not  B.  The  reasoning 
proceeds  thus : 

No  X  is  C  ;  \ 

All  X  is  A  ;  I  (crvXXoyto-jLios  e^  vnodecreois.) 

Therefore,  Some  A  is  not  C.  | 

»  Wo  must  except  M.  St.  Hilaire,who  professes  to  discover  the  ordinary 
Hypotheticals  in  Anal.  Prior,  i.  44.  1.  But  the  text  of  Aristotle  will  hardly 
f,  warrant  the  assertion.  Cf.  Sir  W.  Hamilton,  Discussions,  p.  152,  (2d  Ed.) 
Lectures  on  Logic,  ii.  p.  387.  In  the  latter  place,  Sir  W.  Hamilton  notices 
that  Aristotle  has  himself  described  the  process  of  reasoning  commonly 
called  hypothetical,  but  denies  it  to  be  a  syllogism.    See  Anal.  Pr.  i.  32.  7. 

»•  See  Anal.  Pr.  i.  23.  2. 


And  then,  in  consequence  of  the  previous  agreement,  but 
not  of  the  Syllogism,  it  is  allowed  that  some  A  is  not  B. 
The  Syllogism  in  form  is  an  ordinary  Categorical  in  the 
third  figure  ;  the  Conclusion,  however,  not  being  the 
original  question,  but  the  antecedent  of  a  Hypothetical 
Proposition,  of  which  the  question  is  the  consequents 

The  aTTayctiyY)  slg  to  aSuvarov  is  also  Categorical,  so  far  as 
it  is  Syllogistic.  In  this,  the  Conclusion  syllogistically 
proved  is  a  falsehood ;  the  original  question  being 
inferred  only  by  Hypothesis,  because  a  falsehood  results 
from  the  assumption  of  its  contradictory**.  The  Hypothesis 
in  this  case  is,  that  the  contradictory  is  true^.    Thus,  if  it 

c  *Ep  airaffi  yhp  6  /xtv  ffvWoy  iff  fibs  yiu^rai  irphs  rh  ix^TaKafi^av6jx^vov,  rh  5* 
^i  o-PXVS  Trepalverai  5t'  dfioXoylas  ^  rivos  &\Kr}s  vTroOeffeus.  Anal.  Pr.i. 23.11 . 
Tb  nira\aix^av6/j.€vov  is  exjjlained  by  Alexander  as  applying  to  the  conclusion 
of  the  syllogism,  because  it  is  taken  in  a  different  manner  from  that  in 
which  it  was  originally  enunciated;   being  at  first  part  of  a  conditional 
agreement,  and  afterwards  a  categorical  conclusion.    For  this  reason,  the 
syllogism  is  said  to  be  Karit  fx^Ta.\-n\\>iv.  Anal.  Pr.  i.  29.  5.    Were  it  not  for 
this  authority,  it  would  seem  simpler  to  interpret  jueraArjij/ts  merely  "  change 
of  question ;"  the  disputant  turning  from  the  original  question  to  the  proof 
of  another  on  which  it  is  supposed  to  depend.    The  other  kind  of  hypo- 
thetical syllogisms  mentioned  in  the  same  passage,  those  Karh.  Troidr-nra, 
seem  to  have  been  a  kind  of  argument  a  fortiori,  or  ah  <pqiiali,  the  relation 
being  assumed  in  the  hypothetical  premise.     Thus  Philoponus,  in  Anal. 
Pr.  f.  74,  b.  explains:  Kara  Troi6T-r]Ta  8e  iKiivoi  \eyovTai  6ffoi  iK  rod  /jluWov 
iTTix^ipovffiv  fj  4k   rod  riTTOV  ^  iK  tov  bfxoiov  ....  olov  iK  rov  /xaWov    ci 
vyUia  fiaWou  ayadhv  ^  b   ttKovtos,  ovk  ayaQhv  Se  irdvrus  7]  vyieia,  ou5e  6 
ttXovtos  &pa.   e/c  Se  rod  ijrrop'   ei  rj  vyiiia  ^rrov  ayaQhv  hoKovffa  ilvai  rrjs 
aperrjs  Hixus  aya66v  iffri,  Kal  r)  aper^  &pa  ayad6v.    e/c  8e  rov  ofioiov  Kara- 
ffK^va^ofi^v  ovritis.    el  dfxoiws  rj  iffx^s  koI  rh  KdWos  ffdofxaros  il&lv  aperaX, 
hyaQhv  5«  7\  IffX^^t  '^"^  '''^  KaWos  &pa.     A  similar  explanation  is  given  by 
Alexander,  f.  133,  a.  b.     Cf.  Prantl,  vol.  i.  p.  390. 

•*  Anal,  Pr.  i.  23.  8.  Udvres  yhp  ot  8ia  rod  a^vvdrov  irepaiuovres  rh  fiev 
(pivSos  ffvWoyi^ovrai,  rh  S'  i^  apxvs  e|  uTToOeVews  SfiKVvovffiy  <irav  aSvvar6if 
ri  ffv/xfiaivri  rrjs  at/ri(pdff€cos  reOelffrjs.  I  have  substituted  a  mere  symbolical 
syllogism  for  the  instance  given  by  Aristotle,  on  account  of  its  intricacy, 
and  the  length  requisite  to  expand  it.  The  reader  will  find  it  explained 
by  Waitz,  vol.  i.  p.  430. 

«  Anal.  Pr.  i.  29.  3.  UdXiv  el  SetKTtKcSs  ffv\\f\6yiffrai  rh  A  r<^  E  /xrj^fA 
vndpxeiv,  virodfixivois  virdpxeiv  rivl.  8tck  rov  aSvudrov  ^uxH^^erai  ov^ev\ 
inrdpxov. 
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be  required  to  prove  that  some  A  is  not  B,  we  reason 
from  the  assumption  of  the  contradictory, 
!  All  A  is  B;] 

V"-  All  C  is  A  ;  r  {(rv\\oyi(Tii6s  i^  v7rod€a€(i>s.^ 

Therefore,  All  C  is  B.  J 

r   *     The  Conclusion  being  supposed  to  be  a  known  false- 
hood. 

This  mode  of  reasoning,  as  exhibited  by  Aristotle, 
does  not  directly  appear  in  the  same  form  as  the  former. 
For  in  this  the  hypothesis  is  a  premise;  the  conclusion 
being  the  impossibility  which  has  not  been  previously 
enunciated.  In  the  former,  the  premises  are  both  new 
assumptions;  the  conclusion  being  the  antecedent  of 
the  conditional  proposition  which  was  agreed  upon  as 
a  hypothesis.  Both,  however,  agree  thus  far,  that  the 
syllogistic  portion  of  each  does  not  differ  in  form  from 
an  ordinary  Syllogism  ;  and  that  in  neither  is  the  original 
question  syllogistically  proved. 

The  notices  of  these  Syllogisms  in  Aristotle  are,  it 
must  be  confessed,  sufficiently  scanty.  Thus  much, 
however,  may  fairly  be  gathered.  Firstly,  that,  as 
regards  form,  they  are  merely  the  common  Categorical 
Syllogisms  applied  to  a  particular  purpose.  Secondly, 
that  their  conclusiveness,  as  regards  the  originkl 
question,  is  by  way  of  material,  not  of  formal  conse- 
quence. The  syllogism  by  agreement  obviously  refers 
to  dialectic  disputation,  and  furnishes  the  grounds  for 
a  mere  argumentum  ad  homitiem,  in  consequence  of  a 
previous  admission.  Apart  from  this  special  appli- 
,  cation,  which  does  not  appear  in  the  syllogism,  the 
proof  amounts  to  this : 

No  X  is  C ; 

All  X  is  A  ; 
Therefore,  Some  A  is  not  C. 
Therefore,  (by  material  consequence,)  Some  A  is  not  B. 


In  the  oLTeayoayri  s\g  to  a^uvarov,  the  proof  is  of  the  same 
character.  It  has  indeed  no  special  reference  to  Dialectic, « 
and  is  frequently  employed  in  demonstration^;  Aristotle's 
own  example  being  taken  from  Geometry.  But  still  its 
connexion  with  the  original  question  is  not  formal,  but 
material ;  for  we  assume, 

All  A  is  B  ; 

All  C  is  A ; 
Therefore,  All  C  is  B. 

And  this  conclusion,  from  material  grounds,  we  know  to 
be  false.  We  also  know  (materially  again)  that  the  minor 
premise  is  true ;  and  all  that  is  logical  in  the  process  is 
the  consequent  decision  that  the  major  must  be  false, 
and  hence,  by  the  principle  of  contradiction,  that  the 
original  question  is  true. 

But  one  step  only  is  wanting,  to  convert  these  material 
consequences  into  formal  ones.  We  have  in  the  o-vWo-i 
yi(Tix,og  If  OiuoKoyloLs  clearly  the  germ  of  the  Conditional 
Syllogisms  of  Theophrastus.  It  needs  but  to  commence 
with  the  original  hypothesis,  not  as  a  mere  dialectic 
convention,  but  as  a  proposition  having  its  own  inde- 
pendent value,  and  we  have  at  once  a  distinct  form  of 
argumentation,  to  which  the  Aristotelian  specimen  is 
related  merely  as  a  prosyllogism  supporting  one  of  the 
premises.  This  done,  no  great  sagacity  is  required  to 
see  that  the  prosyllogism  may  in  this,  as  in  any  other 
case,  be  omitted  or  not,  according  to  the  material 
character  of  the  premise  which  it  supports. 

To  the  ouKOLyMyn  ei?  to  UICvcxtov  may  in  like  manner  be  \ 
traced  the  origin   of  the    Disjunctive    Syllogism.     The 
most  natural  proceeding  in  this  case  is  to  state  the  two 

f  For  the  principle  of  contradiction  may  be  assumed  as  self-evident, 
without  any  convention  between  disputants.  And  in  this  lies  the  principal 
difference  between  the  deduciio  ad  impossibile  and  the  syllogism  of  agree- 
ment.   See  Anal.  Pr.  i.  44.  3. 
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be  required  to  prove  that  some  A  is  not  B,  we  reason 
from  the  assumption  of  the  contradictory, 
I  All  A  is  B;] 

All  C  is  A  ;  r  ((rvXXoyi(r/x6y  i^  vnoBfaecoi.^ 

Therefore,  All  C  is  B.  J 

The  Conclusion  being  supposed  to  be  a  known  false- 
hood. 

This  mode  of  reasoning,  as  exhibited  by  Aristotle, 
does  not  directly  appear  in  the  same  form  as  the  former. 
For  in  this  the  hypothesis  is  a  j^remise;  the  conclusion 
being  the  impossibility  which  has  not  been  previously 
enunciated.  In  the  former,  the  premises  are  both  new 
a^itumptions ;  the  conclusion  being  tho  anlccedcnt  of 
the  conditional  propoitittun  which  was  agreed  u|k)ii  as 
a  hypotlicxiK.  Hoth,  however^  agree  ihu»  ft^y  that  the 
«ylloj^stic  ponioo  of  each  docs  not  differ  in  form  fnini 
an  urdiiiary  Syllogism ;  and  that  in  neither  \%  tho  original 
question  sjllogi^ic-ally  proved. 

The  DOtioeB  of  tliexc  Syllogisms  iu  AristotU:  arc,  it 
must  bo  confessed,  sufficiently  scanty,  llius  much, 
bowofCT,  may  fairly  be  gathcrc^l.  l-lrstly,  thai,  as 
regard»  form,  tlu'v  arc  merely  the  common  Categorical 
Sjllogisms  applied  to  a  particular  pur]>o$e.  Secondly, 
that  their  conoluxivenosa,  as  regards  tlie  original 
question,  is  by  way  of  material^  not  of  form<U  couse* 
qneiiee.  Tlie  syllogi!Mn  by  agreement  obvioiuly  refers 
to  dialectic  disputation,  and  famishes  the  grounds  (&t 
a  mere  ar^HWwUttm  ad  ftominem^  in  consequence  of  a 
previous  admiiiion.  Apart  from  this  S]M!oial  appli- 
cation, which  docs  not  appear  in  tlic  syllogism,  the 
proof  amounts  to  this: 

NoXisC; 

AllXbA; 
Ttierefiire».  Some  A  is  not  C. 
Therefore,  (by  mAtensl  consequence,}  Some  A  is  iioi  B. 
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In  the  of/rayooyv)  elj  to  o^jvvutov,  the  proof  is  of  the  same 
character.  It  has  indeed  no  special  reference  to  Dialectic, « 
and  is  frequently  employed  in  demonstration';  Aristotle's 
own  example  being  taken  from  Geometry.  But  still  its 
connexion  with  the  original  question  is  not  formal,  but 
material ;  for  we  assume, 

All  A  is  B ; 

All  C  is  A ; 

Therefore.  All  C  is  B. 

And  this  conclusion,  from  material  grounds,  we  know  to 
be  false.  We  also  know  (materially  again)  that  the  minor 
premise  i»  tnie ;  and  all  that  is  logical  in  the  process  is 
the  consequent  dt'ciHiou  that  the  major  must  be  falxe, 
and  hence,  by  the  principle  of  contradiction,  that  the 
original  ijin  Ntion  is  true. 

Hilt  one  step  only  i»  wanting,  to  convert  these  matcriul 
constic|uences  into  forma)  ones-  Wo  have  in  the  <ru\X*- 
y>^^^  if  b^y^yUi  clearly  the  germ  of  ilie  Conditional 
Syllogisms  of  TheophrastuR.  It  needs  but  to  commence 
with  tho  original  hypothesis,  not  as  a  mere  dialectic 
convention,  but  as  a  ])rop<isilion  having  its  own  inde- 
pendent  value»  and  we  have  at  once  a  distinct  form  of 
argumentation,  to  whidi  the  A  risuotelian  specimen  is 
related  merely  ax  a  prosyllogism  supporting  one  of  tho 
prcmiKC*.  Tliis  done,  no  great  sagacity  i«  required  to 
see  that  the  pro*yllogi»ni  may  in  this,  as  in  any  otlicr 
case,  be  omitted  or  not,  according  to  the  material 
character  of  the  premise  which  it  supj>orts. 

To  the  ^ay»yi  ilj  to  Mftct^f  may  in  like  manner  be  \ 
traceil  tlie  origin  of  the   Difjnnetire  Syllogism.    The 
most  natural  proceeding  in  tliis  case  \fs  to  slate  the  two 

ina»ultnyoonwil»>cibitiP0tQ*5imtiwiti^  And  i»  lifa  Ik»  the  fcincifal 
aniewnco  hmt^  Hi*  rf^rtfo  W  imp^\il<  «nd  tli#.  *yllciji»m  of  •gr^J- 
meot,    Sm  Anal.  Pr.  i.  44. 9. 
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contradictory  propositions  as  alternatives,  one  of  them 
.  being  disproved  by  a  prosy llogism. 

>  Either  Some  A  is  not  B,  or  All  A  is  B  ;  in  which  latter  case 
]  All  C  is  A  ; 

Therefore,  All  C  is  B. 

This  conclusion  being  manifestl}'  false,  we  have  no 
choice  but  to  admit  the  other  alternative.  The  pro- 
syllogism  in  this  case,  as  in  the  former,  may  be  omitted, 
if  the  falsehood  of  the  alternative  is  evident  without  it. 
We  have  thus  the  Disjunctive  Syllogism. 

We  may  agree  therefore  with  M.  St.  Hilaire  thus  far, 
that,  though  the  form  of  the  Hypothetical  Syllogism  is  not 
explicitly  exhibited  in  the  extant  writings  of  Aristotle, 
we  have  nevertheless  the  data  from  which  it  needs  but 
one  step  to  develope  it.  Whether  that  step  was  taken 
by  Aristotle  himself  in  a  lost  work,  or  supplied  by  his 
disciples,  is  a  point  of  little  consequence;  though 
external  testimony  is  decidedly  in  favour  of  the  latter 
supposition. 

Far  more  important,  in  a  logical  point  of  view,  is  the 
inquiry  whether  the  hypothetical  syllogism,  by  whom- 
soever analysed,  is  a  legitimate  addition  to  the  forms 
of  reasoning  acknowledged  in  Aristotle's  Organon ;  and 
consequently,  whether  its  omission  can  fairly  be  cen- 
sured as  a  deficiency  in  that  treatise.  On  this  question, 
I  find  myself  compelled  to  hold  an  opinion  different 
from  that  of  the  Logicians  whose  views  have  been  mainly 
followed  in  the  present  work. 

By  Kant  and  his  followers,  the  Hypothetical  Pro- 
position is  described  as  representing  a  form  of  judgment 
essentially  distinct  from  the  Categorical ;  the  latter  being 
thoroughly  assertorial,  the  former  problematical  in  its 
constituent  parts,  assertorial  only  as  regards  the  relation 
between   them.     Two  judgments,  each    in   itself  false. 


may  thus  be  hypothetically  combined  into  a  single 
truth ;  and  this  combination  cannot  be  reduced  into 
categorical  form^.  The  Hypothetical  Syllogism,  in  like 
manner,  is  a  form  of  reasoning  distinct  from  the  Cate- 
gorical and  not  reducible  to  it,  being  based  on  a  different 
law  of  thought,  namely,  the  Logical  Principle  of  Sufficient 
Reason,  a  ratione  ad  rationatum,  a  negatione  rationati  ad 
negationem  rationis  valet  consequential. 

Of  this  principle,  as  applied   to  judgments,  I   have 
elsewhere  remarked,  that  it  is  not  a  law  of  thought,  but 
only  a  statement  of  the  necessity  of  some  law  or  others 
As  applied  to  syllogisms,  it  has  the  same  character.     It 
states,  generally,    that  whenever   a    condition,  whether 
material  cause  of  a  fact  or  formal  reason  of  a  conclusion, 
exists,  the  conditioned  fact  or  conclusion   exists  also. 
Thus  viewed,  it  is  not  the  law  of  any  distinct  reasoning 
process,  but  a  statement  of  the  conditions  in  which  laws 
of  nature  or  of  thought  are  operative.     When  a  material 
cause  exists,  its  material  effect  follows,  and  the  pheno- 
menon indicates  a  law  of  nature  :  when  a  logical  premise 
is  given,  its  logical  conclusion  follows,  and  the  result 
indicates  a  law  of  thought.      What   law,  must  in  each 
case  be  determined  by   the  particular  features  of  the 
phenomenon  or  reasoning  in  question ;  but  a  statement 
of    this   kind   is   distinguished   from   laws   of    thought, 
properly  so  called,  by  the  fact,  that  it  cannot  be  ex- 
pressed in  a  symbolical  form:  we  require  the  introduction 
of  a  definite  notion.  Cause,  Reason,  Condition,  or  some- 
thing of  the  kind,  which  is  a  special  object  of  thought, 
not  the  general  representative  of  all  objects  whatever. 
The  principle  in  question  is  thus  only  a  statement  of 

K  See  Kant,  Logik,  §.  25.  Krug,  Logik,  §.  57.  Fries,  System  dcr  Loyik, 
§.  32. 
h  Kant,  §.  76.  Krng,  §.  82.  Fries,  §.  58. 
i  See  Prolegomena  Logica,  p.  197,  (^nd  ed.  p.  214.) 
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the  peculiar  character  of  certain  matters  about  which  we 
may  think,  and  not  a  law  of  the  form  of  thought  in  general. 

It  is  obvious  that  the  relation  of  premises  and  con- 
clusion in  a  syllogism  may,  like  any  other  relation  of 
condition  and  conditioned,  be  expressed  in  the  form  of 
a  hypothetical  proposition :  "  If  all  A  is  B,  and  all  C  is 
A,  then  all  C  is  B :"  and  the  actual  assertion  of  the 
truth  of  these  premises  will  furnish  at  once  a  so-called 
hypothetical  syllogism  :  **  But  all  A  is  B,  and  all  C  is  A, 
therefore  all  C  is  B."  This  was  observed  by  Fries,  who 
hence  rightly  maintains  that  analytical  hypothetical 
judgments  are  formal  syllogisms^.  It  is  strange  that, 
after  this,  he  should  not  have  gone  a  step  further,  and 
discovered  that  synthetical  hypothetical  judgments  are 
assertions  of  material  consequences.  The  judgment, 
"  If  A  is  B,  C  is  D,"  asserts  the  existence  of  a  conse- 
quence necessitated  by  laws  other  than  those  of  thought, 
and  consequently  out  of  the  province  of  Logic.  The 
addition  of  a  minor  premise  and  conclusion  in  the  so- 
called  hypothetical  syllogism,  is  merely  the  assertion 
that  this  general  material  consequence  is  verified  in  a 
particular  case. 

The  distinction  so  much  insisted  on  by  the  Kantians, 
of  the  problematical  character  of  the  two  members  of  a 
hypothetical  judgment,  is,  like  the  whole  Kantian  doc- 
trine of  modality,  of  no  consequence  in  formal  Logic. 
All  formal  thinking  is,  as  regards  the  material  character 
of  its  objects,  problematical  only.  Formal  Conception 
pronounces  that  certain  objects  of  thought  may  possibly 
exist,  leaving  their  actual  existence  to.be  determined  by 
experience.  Formal  Judgment  decides  on  the  possible 
coexistence  of  certain  concepts ;  and  Formal  Reasoning, 
on  the  truth  of  a  conclusion,  subject  to  the  hypothesis  of 
the  truth  of  its  premises. 

''  System  der  Loijik,  §.  44. 
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To  state  that  this  hypothesis  is  in  a  certain  instance 
true,  adds  nothing  to  the  logical  part  of  the  reasoning, 
but  only  verifies  the  empirical  preliminaries  which  the 
Lo^^ician  in  every  case  assumes  as  given.  To  exhibit 
a  formal  consequence  hypothetically,  is  only  a  needless 
reassertion  of  the  existence  of  data  which  the  act 
of  thought  presupposes.  To  exhibit  a  material  con- 
sequence hypothetically,  is  not  to  make  it  formal,  but 
only  to  state  that,  in  a  certain  given  instance,  a  con- 
sequence not  cognisable  by  Logic  takes  place.  The 
sequence  of  "  C  is  D,"  from  "  A  is  B,"  is  not  one  whit 
more  logical  than  it  was  before ;  it  is  only  stated  to  take 
place  materially  in  the  present  case. 

The  omission  of  hypothetical  syllogisms  has  fi:e- 
quently  been  blamed  as  a  defect  in  Aristotle's  Organou ; 
and  his  French  translator  takes  some  fruitless  pains 
to  strain  his  text,  in  order  to  make  out  that  he  does 
in  fact  treat  of  them^  If  there  is  any  truth  in  the 
preceding  observations,  it  will  follow,  that  Aristotle 
understood  the  limits  of  Logic  better  than  his  critics ; 
and  that  his  translator  had  better  have  allowed  the 
omission  as  a  merit  than  have  attempted  to  deny  it  as 
a  fault.  When  the  hypothetical  proposition  states  a 
formal  consequence,  the  reasoning  grounded  upon  it 
may  always  be  reduced  to  categorical.  When  it  states 
a  material  consequence,  it  states  what  the  Logician,  as 
such,  cannot  take  into  account.  Aristotle  is  therefore 
quite  right  in  saying,  that  in  this  case  the  conclusion 
is  not  proved,  but  conceded"^.  Syllogism  may  be  em- 
ployed as  a  logical  proof  of  the  antecedent:  the  con- 
sequent is  admitted  to  follow  on  grounds  which  the 
Logician,  as  such,  does  not  investigate,  but  which  may 


'  St.  Hilaire,  Loyiijue  (TAristote  TraduUe  en  Fran^ais,  Preface,  p.  Ix. 

»  ^na/.  Pnor.  i.  23.  U.  ^v.ciu 


•238 


APPENDIX. 


APPENDIX. 


230 


I 


be  warranted  by  the  principles  of  this  or  that  material 
science. 

The  true  character  of  hypothetical  reasoning  is  lost 
sight  of  in  the  examples  commonly  selected  by  Logicians, 
which  have  for  their  subject  a  proper  name,  and  indicate, 
not  a  general  relation  of  reason  and  consequent  between 
two  notions,  but  certain  accidental  circumstances  in  the 
history  of  an  individual.     The  adoption  of  this  type  has 
led  to  the  logical  anomaly,  that  the  propositions  of  a 
hypothetical  syllogism  are  generally  stated  without  any 
designate  quantity ;  whereas  it  is  obvious  that,  wherever 
concepts  are  compared  together  in  any  form  of  reasoning, 
two  distinct  conclusions  may  follow,  according  to  the 
quantity  assigned.    For  example :  to  the  premise, "  If  men 
are  wise,  they  will  consult  their  permanent  interests," 
we  may  supply  two  minors  and  conclusions,  in  the  con- 
structive form,  according  as  we  affirm  the  antecedent  of 
all  men  or  of  some.     It  thus  becomes  necessary  to  dis- 
tinguish between  two  different  kinds  of  apparent  hypo- 
thetical syllogisms ;  those  in  which  the  inference  is  from 
a   general    hypothesis    to    all    or    some    of    its   special 
instances,  and  those  in  which  a  relation   between  two 
individual  facts  is  assumed  as  a  hypothesis  leading  to 
a  singulai*  conclusion.     The   former  contain  a  general 
relation  of  determining  and  determined  notion,  which 
may  always  be  expressed  in  three  terms ;  the  occasional 
employment  of  four  being  only  an  accidental  variety  of 
language.     Thus  the  general  assertion,  "  If  any  country 
is  justly  governed,  the  people  are  happy,"  is  equivalent 
to,  "  If  any  country  is  justly  governed,  it  has   happy 
people."     This  we  may  apply  to  special  instances;  all 
countries,  some  countries,  or  this  country,  being  asserted 
to  be  justly  governed:  and  this  is  properly  hypothetical 
reasoning.     The  latter  den'bte  only  a  material  connection 
between  two  single  facts,  either  of  which  may,  to  certain 


minds  possessed  of  certain  additional  knowledge,  be  an 
indication  of  the  other;  but  the  true  ground  of  the 
inference  is  contained  in  this  additional  knowledge,  and 
not  in  the  mere  hypothetical  coupling  of  the  facts  by 
a  conjunction.  This  is  not  hypothetical  reasoning; 
i.  e.  it  is  not  reasoning  from  the  hypothesis,  but  from 
other  circumstances   not   mentioned  in   the  hypothesis 

at  all". 

It  thus  appears,  that  the  only  hypothetical  judgment 
which  can  be  employed  as  the  real  major  premise  of 
a  syllogism,  may  be  expressed  in  the  form,  "  If  any  A 
is  B,  it  is  C,"  where  A,  B,  and  C  represent  concepts  or 
general  notions.  The  complete  categorical  equivalent 
to  this  is,  "  Every  A  which  is  B  is  C,  because  it  is  B," 
which  admits  of  two  interpretations,  according  as  B 
stands  for  the  physical  cause  of  the  fact,  or  for  the 
logical  reason  of  our  knowing  it.  In  the  latter  case, 
the  judgment  is  analytical,  and  represents  a  disguised 
formal   consequence  with  B   as  a  middle    term:    e.  g. 

n  This  may  be  made  clearer  by  an  example.  The  foUomng  is  cited  by 
Fries,  as  an  instance  of  a  hypothetical  proposition,  not  reducible  to  cate- 
gorical form.  "  If  Caius  is  free  from  business,  he  is  writing  poetry."  This 
may  be  interpreted  to  mean  either,  generally,  "  whenever  Caius  is  dis- 
engaged, he  writes  poetry ;"  or,  specially,  "  if  he  is  now  disengaged,  he  is 
now  writing  poetry."  Under  the  former  interpretation,  it  is  a  general 
hypothesis,  which  may  be  applied  as  a  major  premise  to  particular  instances : 
but  in  this  case  the  true  form  of  the  reasoning  is,  "  All  times  when  Caius 
is  disengaged,  are  times  when  he  writes  poetry;  and  the  present  is  such 
a  time."  Under  the  latter  interpretation,  it  is  one  of  the  cases  of  a 
material  connection  of  two  facts  mentioned  in  the  text.  Now  in  this 
last  case,  it  is  obvious  that  the  inference  is  really  made,  not  from  the 
hypothesis,  but  from  some  circumstance  known  to  the  reasoner,  but  not 
appearing  in  the  proposition.  Any  man  being  asked,  "  Why  do  you  infer 
that  Caius,  being  now  disengaged,  is  writing  poetry?"  would  reply, 
"Because  he  told  me  he  should  do  so;"  or  something  of  the  kind. 
Assuredly  he  would  never  dream  of  replying,  "  Because  if  he  is  now 
disengaged  he  is  writing."  In  this  case  then  lie  does  not  reason  from 
the  hypothesis,  and  the  expressed  propositions  do  not  compose  a  syl- 
logism. 
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"  Every  man  who  is  learned  has  studied,  because  he 
is  learned."  Here  thei  notion  of  study  is  implied  in 
that  of  learning,  and  the  major  premise  is,  "  All  learned 
beings  have  studied."  The  hypothetical  proposition 
thus  becomes  a  complete  syllogism,  to  which  the  sub- 
%  sequent  consequence  is  related  as  an  episyllogism".  In 
the  former  case,  where  B  stands  for  a  physical  cause, 
the  judgment  is  synthetical,  and  indicates  a  material 
consequence,  which  it  requires  some  additional  know- 
ledge of  facts  to  reduce  to  formal :  e.  g.  "  All  wax 
exposed  to  the  fire  melts,  because  it  is  exposed."  Here, 
on  material  grounds,  we  know  that  we  cannot  supply  the 
premise,  "All  bodies  exposed  to  the  fire  melt;"  but 
only,  "  All  bodies  soluble  by  heat  and  exposed  to  the 
fire  melt."  In  this  case  the  consequence  is  extralogical, 
and  requires  additional  data  not  given  in  the  thought. 
But  here  also,  when  the  judgment  in  question  is  em- 
ployed as  the  premise  of  a  reasoning,  the  conclusion 
follows  categorically ;  though  the  premise  itself  cannot, 
as  it  stands,  be  proved  by  a  prosyllogismP. 

The  Disjunctive  Judgment  is  usually  described  as 
representing  a  whole  divided  into  two  or  more  parts 
mutually  exclusive  of  each  other;  and  the  Disjunctive 


o  Thus: 

Hypothetical  Sylloyism. 
If  any  mau  is  learned,  he  has 

studied : 
Some  men  are  learned ; 
.'.  Some  men  have  studied. 


Categorical  Analysis. 
All  learned  beings  have  studied : 
All    learned    men    are    learned 
beings ; 
•.  All  learned  men  have  studied: 
Some  men  are  learned  men ; 


•.  Some  men  have  studied, 
p  The  analysis  in  this  case  may  be  exhibited  thus : 


Hypothetical  Syllogism. 
If  any  wax  is  exposed  to  the  fire 

it  melts : 
This  wax  is  exposed  to  the  fire ; 
.'.  This  wax  melts. 


Categorical  Equivalent. 
All  wax  exposed  to  the  fire  melts 

(because  exposed) : 
This  wax  is  exposed  to  the  fire ; 
.*.  This  wax  melts. 


The  parenthesis  indicates  the  material  ground  of  the  mtgor  premise. 
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Syllogism  is  supposed  to  proceed  either  from  the  affirm- 
ation of  one  member  to  the  denial  of  the  rest,  or  from 
the  denial  of  all  but  one  to  the  affirmation  of  that  one, 
by  the  Principle  of  Excluded  Middled 

This  can  scarcely  be  regarded  as  a  correct  analysis  of 
the  process,  unless  the  two  members  are  formally  stated 
as  contradictory.  The  Principle  of  Excluded  Middle 
asserts  that  every  thing  is  either  A  or  not  A,  that  of  two 
contradictories,  one  must  exist  in  every  subject;  as  the 
Principle  of  Contradiction  asserts  that  they  cannot  both 
exist.  But  if  the  two  members  are  not  stated  as  contra- 
dictories, if  my  disjunctive  premise  is,  "All  C  is  either  A 
or  B,"  I  make  the  material  assertion  that  All  C  which  is 
not  A  is  B.  If  then  I  reason,  "  This  C  is  not  A%  there- 
fore it  is  B,"  I  employ  the  Principle  of  Identity  in  addi- 
tion to  that  of  Excluded  Middle.  Again,  if  I  maintain 
that  No  C  can  be  both  A  and  B,  I  make  the  material 


tvy 


assertion  that  No  C  which  is  A  is  B ;  and  from  hence  to  j 
reason,  "  This  C  is  A,  therefore  it  is  not  B,"  requires  not 
the  Principle  of  Excluded  Middle,  but  that  of  Contra-  "" 
diction.  In  the  first  case,  the  Excluded  Middle  does 
not  lead  directly  to  the  conclusion,  but  only  to  the  con- 
traposition of  the  minor  premise.  When  we  deny  this 
C  to  be  A,  this  principle  enables  us  to  assert  that  it  is 
not-A,  and  hence  to  bring  the  reasoning  under  the  Prin- 
ciple of  Identity.  But  in  the  second  case,  in  which  one 
of  the  opposed  members  is  affirmed,  the  ground  on  which 
we  deny  the  other,  is  not  because  both  cannot  be  false, 
but  because  both  cannot  be  true. 

It  may  be  questioned  whether  this  second  inference  is 
warranted  by  the  form  of  the  disjunctive  premise.     Boe- 


1  Kant,  §.  27  sqq.  77,  78.  Krug,  §.  57,  84,  85.  Fries,  §.  83,  59. 
'  The  indefinite  minor, "  but  it  is  not  A,"  is  as  objectionable  in  this 
syllogism  as  in  the  conditional. 
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thius  calls  it  sl  material  consequence* ;  and,  in  spite  of  the 
many  eminent  authorities  on  the  other  side,  I  am  still 
disposed  to  think  he  is  right.  But  let  us  grant  for  a 
moment  the  opposite  view,  and  allow  that  the  proposition, 
**  All  C  is  either  A  or  B,"  implies,  as  a  condition  of  its 
truth,  "  No  C  can  be  both*."  Thus  viewed,  it  is  in  reality 
a  complex  proposition,  containing  two  distinct  asser- 
tions, each  of  which  may  be  the  ground  of  two  distinct 
processes  of  reasoning,  governed  by  two  opposite  laws. 
Surely  it  is  essential  to  all  clear  thinking,  that  the  two 
should  be  separated  from  each  other,  and  not  confounded 
under  one  form  by  assuming  the  Law  of  Excluded 
Middle  to  be,  what  it  is  not,  a  complex  of  those  of 
Identity  and  Contradiction.  Thus  distinguished,  the 
moods  of  the  disjunctive  syllogism  are  mare  verbal 
variations  from  the  categorical  form,  and  may  easily  be 
brought  under  its  laws". 

»  De  Syll.  Hyp.  lib.  i.  Opera,  p.  616. 

*  Aquinas,  Opusc.  xlviii.  De  Enunciatione,  c.  xiv.  Krug,  Loyik,  §.  86. 

■  Thus; 


Modus  tollendo  ponens. 
Every  C  which  is  not  A  is  B. 
Every  ^ 


Some 

This   ) 

.••  It  is  B. 


C  is  a  C  which  is  not  A. 


Modus  ponendo  tollens. 
No  C  which  is  A  is  B. 
Every  \ 

Some  t  C  is  a  C  which  is  A. 
This   i 
•.  It  is  not  B. 


The  first  is  governed  by  the  Principle  of  Identity,  and  the  second  by  the 
Principle  of  Contradiction. 


Note  K. 

ON  THE  demonstrative  SYLLOGISM. 

Scientific  knowledge  (to  l^rio-Tao-Sa*),  except  when  of 
axiomatic  principles*,  requires  a  conviction  of  the  neces- 
sity of  the  proposition  known,  and  a  knowledge  of  its 
cause ^.  This  is  produced  by  the  Demonstrative  or 
Scientific  Syllogism,  which,  according  to  Aristotle's 
definition,  is  If  oLXrfim  xa»  tt^cotcov  xa*  «jxeVcov  xat  ymgi{/,cO' 
Tspctiv  xol)  TrgoTsgctiv  xai  ocWlm  toO  o-y/XTrepacjxaToV^.  As  the 
conclusions  of  this  Syllogism  are  necessary,  so  must 
also  be  the  premises;  this  necessity  consists  in  their 
being  per  se,  in  either  the  first  or  the  second  sense  of 
that  expression^.  If  any  of  these  conditions  are  not 
complied  with ;  e.  g.  if  the  premise,  though  containing 

•  In  the  strict  sense  of  the  terms,  iiriffracrdai  is  said  of  necessary  truths 
which  we  receive  by  deduction  from  higher  truths ;  vocTj/,  of  those  which  we 
receive  as  evident  of  themselves.  Hence  the  principal  meanings  of  the 
corresponding  terms,  imariifiv  and  vovs.  The  latter,  however,  or  rather  its 
result,  is  sometimes  called  iirKTT-fifir}  &vair65€iKTos.  Cf.  Anal.  Post.  i.  3.  2,  3. 
i.  33. 1.  ii.  19.  7.  Eth.  Nic.  vi.  9.  9.  The  word  Bpoi,  in  the  first  and  last  of 
these  places,  does  not  mean,  as  Pacius  explains,  simple  terms,  but,  as 
M.  St.  Hilaire  renders,  "  les  propositions  imm^diates,"  i.  e.  axioms— the 
limits  from  which  Demonstration  commences. 

•»  Anal.  Post.  i.  2.  1. 

«  Anal.  Post  i.  2.  2.  By  Jirst  and  immediate  are  here  meant  the  same 
thing;  i.e.  not  demonstrable  by  a  middle  term  from  any  higher  truth; 
yvupifidnepa  sc.  <pv(r€i,  not  vi^Wy  i.  e.  more  universal. 

d  Of  necessity,  three  degrees  are  enumerated,  Anal.  Post.  i.  4.  Kari 
iroj/T(Js,  Kaff  aOrd,  and  §  abrS;  usually  rendered,  de  omni,  per  se,  and 
quatenus.  ipsum.  Of  per  se,  as  applied  to  a  proposition,  four  senses  are 
given.  J .  When  the  predicate  is  part  of  the  definition  of  the  subject. 
2.  When  the  subject  is  part  of  the  definition  of  the  predicate.  3.  When 
existence  is  predicated  of  a  substance.  4.  When  the  subject  is  the  external 
efficient  cause  of  the  predicate.  Propositions  in  Demonstration  proper 
must  be  per  se  either  in  the  first  or  second  meaning.  See  Anal.  Post,  i, 
6.  1. 
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thius  calls  it  a.  material  cotisequence' ;  and,  in  spite  of  the 
many  eminent  authorities  on  the  other  side,  I  am  still 
disposed  to  think  he  is  right.  But  let  us  grant  for  a 
moment  the  opposite  view,  and  allow  that  the  proposition, 
"  All  C  is  either  A  or  B,"  implies,  as  a  condition  of  its 
truth, "  No  C  can  be  both^"  Thus  viewed,  it  is  in  reality 
a  complex  proposition,  containing  two  distinct  asser- 
tions, each  of  which  may  be  the  ground  of  two  distinct 
processes  of  reasoning,  governed  by  two  opposite  laws. 
Surely  it  is  essential  to  all  clear  thinking,  that  the  two 
should  be  separated  from  each  other,  and  not  confounded 
under  one  form  by  assuming  the  Law  of  Excluded 
Middle  to  be,  what  it  is  not,  a  complex  of  those  of 
Identity  and  Contradiction.  Thus  distinguished,  the 
moods  of  the  disjunctive  syllogism  are  mexe  verbal 
variations  from  the  categorical  form,  and  may  easily  be 
brought  under  its  laws". 


»  De  Sytl.  Hyp.  lib.  i.  Opera,  p.  616. 

*  Aquinas,  Opusc.  xlviii.  De  Enunciatione,  c.  xiv.  Krug,  Loyik,  §.  86. 

■  Thus: 


Modus  tollendn  ponens. 
Every  C  which  is  not  A  is  B. 
Every  ^ 

Some  .  C  is  a  C  which  is  not  A. 
This   . 
.*.  It  is  B. 


Modus  ponendo  tollens. 
No  C  which  is  A  is  B. 
Every  \ 

Some  V  C  is  a  C  which  is  A. 
This   i 
.'.  It  is  not  B. 


The  first  is  governed  by  the  Principle  of  Identity,  and  the  second  by  the 
Principle  of  Contradiction. 
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Note  K. 
on  the  demonstrative  syllogism. 

Scientific  knowledge  (to  eTrw-Tao-fia*),  except  when  of 
axiomatic  principles  %  requires  a  conviction  of  the  neces- 
sity of  the  proposition  known,  and  a  knowledge  of  its 
cause ^.  This  is  produced  by  the  Demonstrative  or 
Scientific  Syllogism,  which,  according  to  Aristotle's 
definition,  is  ej  uXvfim  xa»  TrgMTm  xai  onu^(Tm  xat  yvcaqi^oi- 
TSPoov  xai  TrgoTEgctiv  xai  uhloov  rov  <Tvi/.7rspoia-[jioi.T6g^.  As  the 
conclusions  of  this  Syllogism  are  necessary,  so  must 
also  be  the  premises;  this  necessity  consists  in  their 
being  per  se,  in  either  the  first  or  the  second  sense  of 
that  expression^.  If  any  of  these  conditions  are  not 
complied  with ;  e.  g.  if  the  premise,  though  containing 


»  In  the  strict  sense  of  the  terms,  iiriffTaadai  is  said  of  necessary  truths 
which  we  receive  by  deduction  from  higher  truths ;  voclu,  of  those  which  we 
receive  as  evident  of  themselves.  Hence  the  principal  meanings  of  the 
corresponding  terms,  imar'hfiv  awd  vovs.  The  latter,  however,  or  rather  its 
result,  is  sometimes  called  iiria-riifi-n  SivaTrSbeiKros.  Cf.  Anal.  Post.  i.  3. 2,  3. 
i.  33. 1.  ii.  19.  7.  Eth.  Nic.  vi.  9.  9.  The  word  Spoi,  in  the  first  and  last  of 
these  places,  does  not  mean,  as  Pacius  explains,  simple  terms,  but,  as 
M.  St.  Hilaire  renders,  "  les  propositions  imm^diates,"  i.  e.  axioms— the 
limits  from  which  Demonstration  commences. 

»»  Anal.  Post.  i.  2.  1. 

«  Anal.  Post  i.  2.  2.  By  frst  and  immediate  are  here  meant  the  same 
thing;  i.e.  not  demonstrable  by  a  middle  term  from  any  higher  truth; 
ypupifK&repa  sc.  <pvff€i,  not  vi^'itf,  i.  e.  more  universal. 

d  Of  necessity,  three  degrees  are  enumerated,  Anal.  Post.  i.  4.  Karh 
iravrdsy  Kaff  ain6,  and  J  ahrS;  usuaUy  rendered,  de  omni,  per  se,  and 
quatenus.  ipsum.  Of  per  se,  as  applied  to  a  proposition,  four  senses  are 
given.  ] .  When  the  predicate  is  part  of  the  definition  of  the  subject. 
2.  When  the  subject  is  part  of  the  definition  of  the  predicate.  3.  When 
existence  is  predicated  of  a  substance.  4.  When  the  subject  is  the  external 
efficient  cause  of  the  predicate.  Propositions  in  Demonstration  proper 
must  be  per  se  either  in  the  first  or  second  meaning.    See  Anal.  Post,  i, 


6.  1. 
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the  cause  of  the  conclusion,  is  not  the  first  cause,  (in 
which  case  the  syllogism  is  not  e*f  ifxhcov^)  or  if  the 
premise  be  an  effect  and  not  a  cause  of  the  conclusion, 
or  if  the  premise,  though  immediate,  be  a  remote  and 
not  a  proximate  cause  of  the  conclusion, — under  these 
circumstances,  there  is  no  Demonstration,  in  the  proper 
sense  of  the  term,  as  we  only  know  the  fact,  but  not  the 
cause '. 

From  the  above  data,  the  scholastic  successors  of 
Aristotle  have  constructed  the  following  specimen  of 
demonstratio  potissima* 

Omne  animal  rationale  est  risibile  ,-^ 
Omnis  homo  est  animal  rationale:  ergo 
Omnis  homo  est  risibili^. 

In  this  syllogism  all  three  propositions  are  per  se^ 
the  major  premise  and  the  conclusion  in  the  second 
manner ;  for  the  subject  homo,  and  consequently  animal 
rationale,  forms  part  of  the  definition  of  the  attribute 
risibile :  the  minor  premise  is  per  se  in  the  first  manner; 
for  animal  rationale,  its  predicate,  is  the  definition  of 
homo. 

In  all  the  propositions  of  this  Demonstration,  the 
predicate   and   subject   are   coextensive,   and   the   pro- 


«  From  this  it  may  fairly  be  inferred  that  the  demonstratio  propter  quid 
sit  per  eausam  non  primam,  would  not  alone  be  regarded  by.  Aristotle  as  a 
Demonstration^  though  it  may  form  a  subordinate  portion  of  a  complex 
Demonstration.  The  ambiguity  of  the  word  itfxea-os,  which  has  partly  led 
to  the  discrepancies  on  this  point,  has  been  explained  before.     See  p.  121. 

'  See  Anal.  Post.  i.  Id.  The  distinction  between  demonstratio  propter 
quid  potissima  and  non  potissima  cannot  fairly  be  attributed  to  Aristotle. 
The  whole  of  the  chapters  of  the  first  book  of  the  Posterior  Analytics,  from 
the  first  to  the  thirteenth  inclusive,  treat  of  one  kind  of  Demonstration 
only.  The  passages  in  the  second  book,  (ch.  17  and  18.)  which  seem  to 
favour  the  distinction,  are  treating  only  of  the  inferior  sense  of  Demon- 
stration, in  which  it  is  applicable  to  t^  irf<pvKiTa  us  ^irl  rb  -woKv.  Cf.  Anal. 
Pr.  i.  13.  5,  6.  An.  Post.  i.  8.  3.  i.  30. 


position  simply  convertible.     This  is  requisite,  in  order 
to  comply  with  the  condition  of  quatenus  ipsum. 

This  Demonstration  is  exceedingly  satisfactory,  if  we 
are  only  allowed  to  assume  all  the  conditions  on  which 
its  validity  depends;  viz.  1.  that  risibility  does  flow  as 
an  effect  from  rationality  as  a  cause ;  2.  that  the  major 
premise,  in  which  this  causation  is  asserted,  is  an 
axiomatic  principle,  cognoscible  a  priori,  and,  as  such, 
carrying  with  its  cognition,  the  conviction  of  necessity ; 
3.  that  the  conclusion  is  not  a  mere  repetition,  in  dif- 
ferent words,  of  the  major  premise;  homo  and  animal 
rationale  being  identical;  4.  that  any  Demonstration 
acknowledged  to  be  valid  can  be  resolved  into  the  above 

form. 

But  waiving  the  consideration  of  these  questions, 
which  are  more  easily  asked  than  answered ^  we  may 
find  a  simpler  way  of  testing  the  demonstratio  potissima, 
by  going  back  to  the  original  authority.  For  Aristotle's 
examples  are  principally  taken,  as  is  natural,  from  the 
Mathematics;  and  it  is  to  a  Geometrical  theorem  that  the 
texts  of  xaS'  cwto  and  I  olvto  are  expressly  applied''.  Can 
it  be  believed,  then,  that  Aristotle  regarded  the  following 
as  a  correct  analysis  of  Geometrical  Demonstration  ? 

Every  rectilinear  figure  of  three  sides  has  its  angles  equal 

to  two  right  angles ; 
Every  triangle  is  a  rectilinear  figure  of  three  sides;  therefore 
Every  triangle  has  its  angles  equal  to  two  right  angles. 

t  ••  Si  scrupulosius  inquiratur  in  rem  banc;  Num  qua  sit  essentialis 
connexio  inter  rationalitatem  et  risibilitatem,  quo  sit  ea  propria  causa  hujus, 
seu  causa-  per  se;  ut  Rationalitas,  propter  ipsam  sui  Essentiam,  non  possit 
esse  absque  Risibilitate ;  neque  hsec  absque  ilia:  et  quidem  immediata, 
absque  inter%'entu  alius  considerationis  qua  connectatur;  atque  adaqnata, 
ut  ad  omnes  rationales  extendatur  atque  ad  hos  solos :  subtilior  forsan 
«sset  inquisitio  quam  ut  ei  facile  satisfiat."    Wallis,  Log.  lib.  3.  cap.  22. 

^  Anal.  Post.  i.  4.  6.  Ka\  ry  rpiydfvv  p  rplyoivov  hvo  opdai'  Koi  y^p  KaB' 
avrh  rh  rpiywvov  hvo  6p9a2s  tffov. 
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It  is  not  denied  that  there  are  passages  in  Aristotle 
which  may  seem  to  countenance  this  interpretation ;  but 
there  are  others  so  palpably  inconsistent  with  it  that 
we  are  compelled  to  seek  for  a  new  explanation  of  the 
former. 

In  the  first  place,  Aristotle  distinctly  condemns  the 
assumption  of  Definitions  as  a  Petitio  Princijpii\  a  charge 
to  which  the  above  example  is  obviously  liable ;  the  real 
question  to  be  proved  being,  that  the  three-sided  figure 
has  its  angles  equal  to  two  right  angles,  whether  it  is 
called  a  triangle  or  not.  In  the  second  place,  he  says 
that  Deroonstriiiion  proceeds  from  axioms^  and  cites 
aa  a  &p<2CLU)eu  of  tliti  latter^  ^*  If  cquaU  be  taken  from 
cqaalx,  the  rcmainflcrK  arc  equal  ^.'^  lliese  axioms, 
be  8ay$,  arc  common  to  nmnj  elass€8  of  obj^otft;  but, 
in  any  single  Science,  need  only  be  acfuined  to  an 
extent  comit)ensarat<!  witli  the  object-maUer  of  that 
Science.  The  above  axiom,  for  example,  is  true  of 
other  things  bolides  Geometrical  Magnitudes,  but  it  U 
smfilieient  for  tbo  Geotnelcr  to  assnme  it  as  true  of  these 
onlv. 

Now  if  ao  axiom  of  this  kind  be  the  major  premise  in 
u  Demonttlratiou,  it  ia  manifest  that  its  predicate  will 
also  be  the  predieate  of  the  Conclusion;  and  that  the 
lo^cal  form  of  that  Conclusion  \n\\  be»  not  ^  All 
triangles  are  figure»  having  their  angles  equal  to  two 
rigfal  angles,*^  but,  '*  Triangles  and  figures  having  their 
angles  equal  to  two  right  angles  are  equal  to  each 
other." 

The  immediate  Syllogism  from  which  this  pro- 
poeition  in  proved  by  Euclid,  may  be  logically  stated 
as  follows : 


*  Top.  vaL  19.  9. 
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♦*  Magnitudes  equal  to  the  adjacent  exterior  and  interior 
angles  of  a  triangle  are  equal  to  each  other ; 

The  three  interior  angles  and  two  right  angles  are  equal  to 
the  adjacent  exterior  and  interior  angles ; 

Therefore,  they  are  equal  to  each  other." 

The  major  premise  of  this  Syllogism  is  an  immediate 
deduction  from  the  first  axiom  ;  thus  : 

**  Magnitudes  which  ai-e  equal  to  the  same  are  equal  to 

each  other ; 
Magnitudes   equal   to   the  adjacent  exterior  and  interior 

angles  are  equal  to  the  same ; 
Therefore,  they  arc  equal  to  each  other  *." 

That  the  true  syllogisiic  aualy-si»  of  Geometrical  Demon- 
«uations  will  always  he  In  Ibis  fon»,  the  axioms  standing 
as  major  premiatib,  and  the  eonstruction^  in  each  ca*o 
furnishing  the  projxjr  minor,  ix  evident.  It  only  remains 
to  see  whether  the  text  of  Aristotle  can  be  accommodated 
to  thi*  intcrprotjiiion  as  well  as  to  the  other. 

With  some  passages  it  cridenlly  tallies  much  better. 
The  place»  in  wbicli  the  axioms  are  mentioned  in 
eonnexion  with  demon sitniiion  have  never  been  aatia- 
fiM^<orily  explained  on  the  sehola^tit!  interpretation». 
There  arc  others  which  prima  facie  ap]>ear  lo  favour 


•  S«o  Wolf.  «WJ^ifAi*  MiaM^.  f.4PS.«l.  W2.  m.   MiU,  U^, 
sxL  i.  p.  2S5.    Sir  W.  UMttlton,  RtifT*  «"«r*»,  ^  70t.  

-  Tlw  dlilic«ka  U  «mdcd  TUhtM  than  xunftoaiUcd  hf  6U0avm\^^t^t 
imm*di.t4)|iwf<^lton*ft«m»xiam.»«Di  trying  thotthMli^^ 
la  denoDstntk»  xhtMO^  but  iMi  «cliMi^.  Aauiii«.  Qv^*  -W.  do  SyH. 
Deal.  MP.  €\  Cf.  Z^twllm  «  I.  An.  Po*i.  Ckart.  W,  M,  Crdiairthwpi, 
L<«.BU,iv.oaR.l.  F«.  in  thofi«t  piece,  .Uiit»4kf«pr«MljojlUtb0 
tflami  fanmediiitD  principle»  of  lylkgiMD*  toA  principles  J^  -^«^ J^ 
dottMnsUtttc.  In  Uio  •oeo»!  pU«.  any  prinrijik  wfcith  Yfatu*ll.y  <«4m  tod 
connnn.  tbe  iimniM.  «r  •  4«Danm.lion  11--«,  if  tW  13^^ 
w^rth  «ny  lhi>a»  ^  **r^blc  of  tjikgirtif  «anneic.nn  ^  ^^^^^ 
vliich  H  cionimm'  «««1  unlil  Uii»  connnxioa  I»  fonn»njr  citatatM»  no 
«1f«ionitndion  c^n  H«  k^itftlly  ««gnpStlt. 
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the  latter;  but,  when  both  interpretatioDS  require  some 
straining  of  Aristotle's  language,  it  is  due  to  the  memory 
of  the  Father  of  Logic  to  give  him  the  benefit  of  that 
which  does  not  convict  him  of  flagrant  error  in  the 
application  of  his  own  principles. 

Referring  back  to  the  Syllogism  above  given,  the  major 
premise  may  fairly  be  regarded  as  per  se;  the  subject 
forming  part  of  the  definition  of  the  predicate.  For 
Equality,  in  the  limited  sense  in  which  it  is  employed 
in  Geometry,  is  a  property  of  Magnitudes;  and  the 
latter,  as  the  first  and  proper  subject,  will  appear  in 
the  definition  of  Geometrical  Equality.  This  definition 
has  been  found  by  some  Geometers  in  the  eighth  axiom 
of  Euclid;  "Magnitudes  which  coincide  are  equal;" 
which,  stated  in  the  Aristotelian  form,  would  be, 
"  Equality  is  the  Coincidence  of  Magnitudes  V 

The  minor  premise  may  also  be  considered  as  per  se. 
For  our  definition  of  a  right  angle  is,  that  it  is  half  the 
sum  of  the  two  adjacent  angles  formed  by  one  straight 
line  with  another ;  and  our  notion  of  two  right  angles  is 
that  of  the  sum  of  the  same  two  adjacent  angles.  As 
regards  the  Conclusion,  we  need  not  trouble  ourselves 
with  reducing  it  to  the  requisite  conditions,  inasmuch  as 
it  is  expressly  said  by  Aristotle  to  comply  with  them. 
This  compliance  does  not  directly  appear  in  the  only 
form  in  which  the  proposition  can  be  syllogistically 
proved;  but  in  the  equipollent  statement,  that  the 
triangle  is  a  figure  of  which  the  interior  angles  are  equal 
to  two  right  angles.  The  predicate  in  this  case  states  a 
property  of  the  triangle,  in  the  definition  of  which 
property,  if  any  be  attempted,  the  proper  subject  must 
be  included. 

A  demonstration  of  this  kind  certainly  falls  short,  in 
some  respects,  of  the  scholastic  model.     The  predicate 

«  Cf.  Stewart,  Elements,  Part  II.  ch.  iii.  Sect.  ii.  2. 


and  subject  in  each  proposition,  as  stated,  are  not  con- 
vertible ;  and  the  middle  term  is  not  a  definition  of  the 
minor.  But  of  these  requisitions,  the  first  seems  to  be 
founded  on  an  erroneous  interpretation  of  Aristotle, 
according  to  which  that  Philosopher  is  supposed  to 
speak  of  the  Propositions  as  they  appear  when  strictly 
enunciated  in  logical  form;  not  (as  seems  more  probable) 
of  the  same  Propositions  as  ordinarily  stated  by  the 
Geometer".  With  regard  to  the  second  condition,  the 
text  of  Aristotle  does  not  warrant  its  imposition.  He 
says  indeed,  that  the  middle  term  in  demonstration  must 
be  a  definition  of  the  major^ ;  and  the  precept  is  intel- 
ligible enough,  if  we  rightly  understand  his  theory  of  the 
Definition  of  Attributes.  As  regards  the  minor  term,  it 
would  be  diflicult  to  produce  a  single  passage  where  this 
condition  is  clearly  laid  down  as  a  law  of  Demonstration ; 
and  there  is  more  than  one  with  which  it  would  be  no 
easy  task  to  reconcile  it. 

If  it  be  thought  somewhat  over-bold  to  repudiate 
positions  which  so  many  eminent  Logicians  have 
regarded  as  legitimate  deductions  from  the  text  of 
Aristotle;  it  must  be  remembered  that  we  have  other 
data  for  interpretation  besides  the  mere  weight  of  autho- 
rity. Aristotle's  theory  of  demonstration  is  principally 
framed  with  reference  to  Geometry;  the  Scholastic 
examples,  on  the  other  hand,  are  Physical.  The  medi- 
aeval state  of  Physical  science  was  perhaps  such  as  to 
justify,  or  at  least  to  account  for,  the  Logical  and  Meta- 
physical fictions  connected  with  it,  and  to  give  a  seeming 
validity  to  the  most  potent  demonstration  of  Risibility  as 
an  emanation  from  Rationality ;  though  that  emanation 

°  In  tliis  way  we  may  interpret  such  passages  as  Anal.  Post  i.  4.  6.  i.  5. 
6.  ii.  17.3. 

P  Anal.  Post.  ii.  17. 3.  The  meaning  of  this  has  akeady  been  explained. 
See  Note  C. 
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was  never  dreamed  of  by  Aristotle,  and  will  scarcely  claim 
implicit  belief  in  the  present  day.  But  it  is  not  merely 
because  the  revolution  effected  in  this  branch  of  Science 
has  invalidated  the  individual  example,  that  the  inter- 
pretation is  objected  to ;  but  because  the  words  of  Aris- 
totle himself  expressly  direct  us  to  another  criterion. 
The  Demonstrations  of  Geometry  are  still  extant  in  the 
same  form  in  which  they  existed  in  the  days  of  the 
Stagirite.  Though  Euclid  himself,  the  oldest  remaining 
Geometer,  is  a  few  years  younger  than  Aristotle**,  yet, 
except  on  the  very  improbable  hypothesis  that  he  was 
the  original  inventor  of  the  whole  contents  of  his 
Elements,  that  work  must  be  regarded  as  furnishing  a 
fair  specimen  of  the  demonstrations  treated  of  in  the 
Posterior  Analytics.  By  this  touchstone,  Aristotle  and 
his  interpreters  may  be  tested.  When  any  modern 
Herlinus  or  Dasypodius'^  shall  exhibit  a  single  demon- 
stration of  Euclid  in  the  form  of  a  scholastic  demonstratio 
potissima,  we  may  then  recognise  this  foundling  of  the 
Schoolmen  as  the  legitimate  offspring  of  their  master*. 
Till  that  is  done,  we  must  continue  to  believe  that 
Aristotle  was  sufficiently  acquainted  with  the  use  of  his 
own  instrument,  to  be  able  to  give  a  correct  Logical 
Analysis  of  the  Demonstrations  of  Geometry. 


q  Euclid  flourished  in  the  reign  of  Ptolemy  Lagus,  B.C.  323—283.  This 
period,  however,  probably  corresponds  to  the  close,  not  to  the  commence- 
ment, of  his  life.  This  would  make  him  partly  contemporary  with,  though 
about  thirty  years  junior  to,  Aristotle. 

'  Of  the  remarkable  work  of  these  two  "  zealous  but  thick-headed 
Logicians,"  as  Sir  W.  Hamilton  calls  them,  a  specimen  will  be  found  in 
the  next  note. 

•  See  on  this  point  the  criticisms  of  Ramus,  Scholce  Mathematicee,  1.  iii. 
and  of  Wolf,  Phil.  Eat.  §.  498.  Both,  however,  treat  the  scholastic  form  as 
Aristotelian. 
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Note  L. 


ON  THE  LOGIC  OF  GEOMETRY. 


The  Propositions  which  have  been  regarded  by 
different  writers  as  constituting  the  foundation  of  geo- 
metrical demonstration,  may  be  classified  as  follows. 

I.  Definitions,  analysing  the  complex  notions  of  the 
several  magnitudes  or  figures. 

II.  Postulates,  assuming  the  existence  of  the  objects 

defined. 

III.  Axioms  proper  to  Geometry,  or  synthetical  judg- 
ments, stating  self-evident  properties  of  certain  magni- 
tudes. 

IV.  General  axioms»,  or  analytical  judgments,  logically 
involving  the  notions  of  equality  or  inequality. 

Some  one  or  more  of  these,  under  various  names,  (for 
the  language  of  the  several  writers  has  been  by  no 
means  uniform,)  have  been  selected  at  different  times 
as  the  fundamental  assumptions  or  premises  from  which 
the  conclusions  of  Geometry  may  be  demonstrated.  A 
brief  examination  of  each  may  perhaps  help  to  clear  the 

question. 

I.  According  to  Stewart,  the  properties  of  geometrical 
figures  follow  from  the  Definitions  of  those  figures ;  the 
general  axioms  being  mere  barren  truisms,  and  the 
axioms  proper,  (such  as  the  10th,  llth,  and  i2th  of  Euclid,) 
being  theorems  requiring  demonstration.    In  this  theory, 

«  I  have  retained  the  language  of  the  modern  editions  of  Euclid,  as 
that  most  familiar  to  the  majority  of  readers.  At  the  same  time  it  may 
be  observed,  that  this  language  depai-ts  widely  from  the  origmal  text  of 
Euclid  himself.  In  that  text  the  general  axioms  are  called  common 
notions  {KOipal  ^^./mai),  while  the  axioms  proper  are  included  among  the 
postulates  (aiT^/wora). 
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mathematical  necessity  becomes  identified  with  logical, 
being  only  the  result  of  the  harmony  of  a  process  of 
thought  with  its  original  assumption.  This  consequence 
is  accepted  by  Stewart  himself,  as  well  as  by  Archbishop 
Whately,  who  speaks  of  the  denial  of  geometrical  pro- 
positions as  self-contradictory  **. 

This  view  may  be  refuted  either  directly  or  by  a 
reductio  ad  ahsurdum ;  for,  firstly,  it  rests  on  an  un- 
tenable assertion ;  secondly,  it  leads  to  an  inadmissible 
consequence. 

Firstly.  If  the  properties  of  a  figure  follow  from  the 
definition  of  that  figure,  it  must  either  be  because  they 
are  implied  in  some  one  attribute  of  that  definition,  or 
because  they  are  implied  in  the  whole,  A  triangle  e.  g. 
will  have  its  angles  equal  to  two  right  angles,  either 
because  it  is  a  rectilinear  figure,  or  because  it  is  of  three 
sides,  or  because  it  is  both.  The  two  first  suppositions 
are  manifestly  false :  the  third  begs  the  question ;  for 
why  the  notion  of  a  triangle,  regarded  as  a  complex 
whole,  has  this  property,  is  the  very  point  at  issue. 

Hence  it  appears  that  the  Definitions  of  Geometry,  so 
far  as  they  are  employed  in  demonstration,  are  merely 
nominal.  From  the  analysis  of  the  complex  notion  no 
conclusion  is  derived.  The  Definition  only  serves  to 
connect  the  notion  as  a  whole  with  the  name  triangle". 


^  This  view  is  also  adopted  by  M.  Cousin  in  his  Lectures  on  Kant, 
apparently  as  an  exposition  of  the  opinion  of  Kant  himself,  to  which 
however  it  is  diametrically  opposed. 

«  This  view  is  supported  by  the  authority  of  one  equally  eminent  as  a 
philosopher  and  a  mathematician.  Pascal  {Pensees,  P.  I.  Art.  II.  vol.  i. 
p.  126.  ed.  Faug^re)  observes, "  On  ne  reconnait  en  geometric  que  les 
seules  definitions  que  les  logiciens  appellent  definitions  de  nomy  c'est-lL-dire, 
que  les  seules  impositions  de  nom  aux  choses  qu'on  a  clairement  designees 
en  termes  parfaitement  connus;  et  je  ne  pai'le  que  de  celles-1^  seulement. 
Lear  utilite  et  leur  usage  est  d'^claircir  et  d'abreger  le  discours,  en  ex- 
primant  par  le  seul  nom  qu'on  impose  ce  qui  ne  pourrait  se  dire  qu'en 
plusieurs  termes  ;  en  sorte  neanmoins  que  le  nom  impose  demeure  denue 
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The  question,  why  a  rectilinear  figure  of  three  sides,  be 
it  called  triangle  or  not,  has  its  angles  equal  to  two 
right  angles,  remains  unanswered. 

Secondly.  If  geometrical  reasoning  is  merely  "  the 
logical  filiation  of  consequences  which  follow  from  an 
assumed  hypothesis,"  there  is  no  reason  why  its  con- 
clusions should  be  more  important  than  those  of  any 
other  analysis  of  imaginary  notions,  such  as  (to  use 
Mr.  Mill's  illustration)  a  deduction  of  the  physiological 
properties  of  an  imaginary  animal,  or  the  political 
history  of  an  imaginary  commonwealth.  The  whole 
character  and  history  of  mathematical  science  militates 
against  the  admission  of  this  consequence. 

II.  Mr.  Mill,  while  agreeing  with  Stewart  that  mathe- 
matical necessity  is  merely  hypothetical  and  conse- 
quential, saw  clearly  that  Stewart's  doctrine  concerning 
Definitions  was  untenable.  This  led  him  to  adopt  the 
second  theory,  according  to  which  geometrical  inferences 
depend  on  Postulates  assuming  the  existence  of  the 
objects  defined.  Thus  a  triangle  has  its  angles  equal 
to  two  right  angles,  because  there  may  really  exist  a 
rectilinear  figure  having  three  sides ;  and  this  existence 
is  implied,  though  not  verbally  expressed,  in  the  defi- 
nition. 

This  theory  derives  some  apparent  support  from  the 
use  of  the  principle  of  superposition.  When,  for  instance, 
the  demonstration  of  the  fourth  proposition  of  Euclid 
supposes  the  triangle  A  B  C  to  be  applied  to  the  triangle 
D  E  F,  it  clearly  assumes  the  existence  of  both  triangles, 
not  merely  as  general  notions,  which  are  identical  in 
thought,  but  as  distinct  individual  magnitudes,  occupy- 
ing space,  and  capable  of  being  transferred  from  one 
position  in  space  to  another.     One  non-entity  cannot  be 

de  tout  autre  sens,  s'il  en  a,  pour  n'avoir  plus  que  celui  auquel  on  le 
destine  uniquement." 
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applied  to  another.  Thus  far  Mr.  Mill's  position  is 
unquestionably  true ;  but  I  think  it  may  be  shewn  to  be 
not  itself  the  fundamental  assumption  of  Geometry,  but 
a  consequence  derivable  from  a  higher  assumption. 

The  existence  is  clearly  only  that  which  is  implied  in 
the  possible  construction  of  the  figure.  The  actual  or 
possible  existence  in  nature  of  a  body  so  figured  is  not 
once  appealed  to  in  the  demonstration,  and  might  be 
denied  without  affecting  its  validity.  The  Postulate, 
therefore,  implies  the  possible  construction  of  a  figure, 
such  as  is  contemplated  in  the  proposition. 

But  this  construction  is  nu'nta],  not  manual.  The 
figure  as  drawn  upon  paper  is  only  a  rcpreMenialive  of 
the  figure  as  imagined  by  tli<i  mind,  and  might  Iks  di». 
pensed  with  altogether  if  the  latt4!r  «mid  be  kept  before 
us  with  suflicient  steadinea».  This  brings  u»  to  Kaiil*» 
principle  of  the  possibility  of  Toathemattcal  science,  viz. 
the  ])ower  of  conslruciiug  ibe  objects  of  iu  conoepts; 
i.  e.  of  prcnouting  them  a  priori  in  a  pure  intuition. 

But  how  is  this  construction  itself  possible,  and  what 
conditions  is  it  rrquired  to  fulfil  r  Mr.  Mill  regards  it 
as  only  possible  a  posteriori,  and  as  subject  to  the  Hame 
conditions  as  an  object  of  %cn%e.  He  says,  "  the  points, 
linos,  circles,  and  squares,  which  any  one  has  in  hi» 
mind,  are  simply  copies  of  the  point»,  lines,  circles,  and 
squares  which  he  has  known  in  his  experience.  We 
can  reason  about  a  line  as  if  it  ha<l  no  hroadtli;  but  wc 
cannot  conceive  a  line  without  breadth^.''  J'hix  is  true; 
bat  the  author  is  mistaken  in  supposing  such  a  con- 
ception to  be  necessary  to  establish  the  a  priori  cliaraeter 
of  Mathematics.  The  true  Postulate  is  not  that  of  the 
possible  existence  of  an  object  eorretpondiDg  to  the 
d^nilion,  but  of  one  fulfdling  the  conditions  of  the 
pfroper  awiom.    We   are   not   required    lo   conceiT«J   » 

^  Logie^b.  ii.  <>h.T. 


straight  line  as  length  without  breadth :  we  are  required 
to  conceive  it  as  such  that  two  straight  lines  cannot 
enclose  a  space.  The  definition  itself  is  but  an  im- 
perfect attempt  to  describe  in  general  terms  what  is 
known  much  more  clearly  by  the  image.  It  may  serve 
to  lead  the  thoughts  of  the  learner  to  the  proper  image ; 
but  it  was  itself  founded  on  a  previous  image  in  the 
mind  of  the  teacher;  and  if  the  definition  and  the  image 
differ,  the  former  is  in  fault,  not  the  latter. 

III.  This  brings  us  to  our  third  theory,  which  is  that 
maintained  by  Kant.  According  to  this  theory,  the 
fundamental  assumptions  of  Geometry  are  Proper  Axioms, 
or  synthetical  judgments  a  priori ;  and  the  possibility  of 
forming  such  judgments  dejHjndx  on  tlie  |)Ower  of  eon- 
smicting  the  objeets  to  inrhich  they  refer  in  a  pure 
intuition,  i.  e.  in  an  intuition  containing  no  adventitious 
element  external  to  the  mind  itself.  The  images  of 
geometrical  figures  differ  fifom  all  others  in  being,  not 
represented  modifications  of  body,  but  presented  modi- 
fications of  space;  and  the  universal  ralidity  of  tlie 
jiyntheiical  judgmentis  is  a  consequence  of  the  universal 
presence  of  space  as  the  fonn  of  ^iymry  possible  per- 
ception of  Ixnly. 

Three  of  tbe^  synthetical  judgments  are  given  in  the 
lOtb,  11th,  and  l»2th  axioms  of  Kurlid;  and  either  these 
or  otlier  axioms  analogous  to  these  must  be  OMinned  as 
evident  by  intnition,  before  any  of  the  properties  of 
more  complex  figures  can  be  made  known  by  demon- 
stration. I  do  noi  say  that  Euclid  has  giren  the  lH!st 
and  simplest  forms  of  these  axioms,  but  that  in  some 
form  or  other  they  arc  indispensable?.  To  regard  all 
such  axioms  as  poBi^ibly  demonstrable  theorems  is  to  be 
ignorant  of  the  logical  conditions  under  which  demon- 
stration is  possible;  for  a  synthetical  judgment  is  de- 
monstrable only  on  tbc  condition  that  another  synthetical 


\ 


256 


APPENDIX. 


APPENDIX. 


257 


it 


judgment  may  be  assumed.    Oi  yoig  diravrm  ^ijTOuvrgj  Aoyov 
avai^owo"!  Xoyov. 

It  may  be  true  that  the  image  which  gives  rise  to  the 
intuitive  perception  of  the  axiom,  is  not  consciously 
contemplated  as  more  perfect  than  the  corresponding 
figure  as  seen  in  a  body ;  but  this  does  not  prove  that 
the  axiom  is  really  generalized  from  the  latter^.  The 
inadequacy  of  sensible  magnitudes  for  mathematical 
certainty  does  not  arise  from  that  of  which  we  are 
immediately  conscious,  but  from  that  of  which  we  are 
not.  The  straight  line  as  perceived  is  a  quality  of  body ; 
the  straight  line  as  imagined  is  a  modification  of  space. 
The  portions  of  the  two  actually  presented  at  any  time 
may  not  appai*ently  differ  from  each  other;  but  our 
empirical  knowledge  or  ignorance  of  body  may  suggest 
actual  or  possible  variations  not  perceived  in  the  in- 
tuition;  for  the  qualities  of  body  have  an  objective 
existence  independently  of  our  perception,  and  therefore 
may  or  may  not  be  adequately  perceived  at  any  one 
time.  We  see,  for  example,  that  a  line  running  along 
the  earth's  surface  is  apparently  straight ;  but  we  know 
that  it  is  in  reality  an  arc  of  the  earth's  curvature,  and 
might  be  seen  to  be  so  in  another  position  or  with  more 
acute  organs.  But  the  straight  line  in  space  exists  only 
as  imagined,  and  is  imagined  only  as  mathematically 
exact.  The  intuition,  therefore,  is  adequate  and  valid 
for  any  extent  of  space,  and  in  any  portion.  The 
apparent  straightness  of  the  visible  line  is  the  result  of 
an  imperfection  in  our  bodily  organs ;  and  with  more 
acute  senses  we  might  perceive  its  deviation.  The 
presented  straightness  of  the  imaginary  line  results  from 
the  exactness  of  our  constructive  power ;  and  a  superior 

•  See  St.  Augustine,  Confess,  x.  c.  12.  "  Vidi  lineas  fabrorum,  vel 
etiam  tenuissimas,  sicut  filum  araneee;  sed  illse  aliee  sunt,  non  sunt 
imagines  earum  quas  mihi  nuntiavit  camis  oculus." 


excellence  in  this  would  only  enable  us  to  extend  the 
same  image  to  a  greater  length,  or  to  retain  it  more 
steadily  before  the  mind. 

IV.  The  Synthetical  Axioms  are  thus  the  ground  of  all 
that  is  properly  geometrical  in  our  fundamental  assump- 
tions ;  but  the  Analytical  Axioms  are  employed  also,  as 
expressing  general  conceptions  of  equality  and  inequality 
under  which  geometrical  magnitudes  may  be  brought. 
Stewart  was  led  into  his  erroneous  view  of  definitions  by 
his  contempt  for  the   syllogism,  which   he    would   not 
allow  to  be  under  any  circumstances  the  type  of  demon- 
strative reasoning.     In  this  contempt  Mr.  Mill  does  not 
participate,  and  he  has  accordingly  exhibited  the  fifth 
proposition  of  Euclid  demonstrated  in  syllogistic  form. 
In  this  demonstration  we  see  both  analytical  and  syn- 
thetical axioms  employed  as  major  premises ;  the  former 
as    general   formulae,   founded    on    the    conception    of 
equality;    the    latter   as   the   means   of    applying    this 
general  conception  to  geometrical  magnitudes,  in  which 
the  test  of  equality  is  coincidence.     One  or  the  other  will 
be  employed  in  different  syllogisms,  according  as  the 
major  term  to  be  proved  is  equality  or  coincidence.     The 
minor  premises  are  furnished  by  the  conditions,  given  or 
constructed,  of  the  particular  figure. 

Against  the  form  of  the  geometrical  syllogism  as 
exhibited  by  Mr.  Mill  the  logician  will  have  no  ob- 
jections to  allege ;  though  the  metaphysician  will  not  be 
disposed  to  acquiesce  in  his  statement  that  the  axioms 
of  both  kinds  are  gained  by  induction.  And  it  is  not 
strictly  accurate  to  represent  the  first  three  axioms  of 
Euclid  as  capable  of  proof  by  an  imaginary  super- 
position. To  the  axioms  in  their  general  form  this  prin- 
ciple is  inapplicable ;  for  coincidence  is  not  the  test  of 
equality  in  general,  but  only  of  equality  in  superficial 
magnitudes.     To  the  axioms  as  employed  in  Geometry 
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the  principle  of  superposition  may  be  applied :  but  even 
here  it  adds  nothing  to  their  evidence.  Magnitudes 
given  as  the  sums  of  equal  magnitudes  are  ipso  facto 
thought  as  equal;  and  to  have  recourse  to  super- 
position tends  to  confound  the  evidence  of  logical 
necessity  resting  on  the  laws  of  thought  with  that  of 
geometrical  necessity  resting  on  the  conditions  of  in- 
tuition. 

Much  error  and  confusion  on  this  subject  might 
have  been  avoided,  had  modern  philosophers  observed 
Aristotle's  distinction  between  «fx»*  If  «v,  or  assumptions 
from  which  we  reason,  and  ot§'/^a)  Trsg)  o,  or  assumptions 
about  the  objects  of  our  reasoning.  In  the  former  class 
he  rightly  places  the  axioms ;  in  the  latter,  the  definitions. 
But  the  true  distinction  between  the  axioms  proper 
and  the  definitions,  as  synthetical  and  analytical  judg- 
ments, has  not,  I  think,  been  as  yet  accurately  carried 
out  in  reference  to  Geometry. 


The  above  remarks  were  written  as  an  appendix  to 
a  pamphlet  of  mine  on  the  Limits  of  Demonstrative 
Science,  published  in  1853.  In  the  remainder  of  this 
note,  I  propose  to  resume  a  question  which  was  then 
only  partially  considered,  and  to  point  out  what  appears 
to  be  the  chief  deficiency  in  the  logical  arrangement  of 
geometrical  principles. 

Plato  asserted  that  mathematical  demonstration  was 
founded  on  hypotheses^.  Aristotle  in  like  manner  enu- 
merates hypotheses,  along  with  definitions,  among  the 
proper  principles  of  science*^.  By  this  term  both  philo- 
sophers appear  to  have  meant  the  same  thing ;  namely, 
that  the  real  existence  of  the  objects  of  demonstration  is 
not  proved,  but  supposed.      If  there   exist   any   where 
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f  Anal.  Post.  i.  2.  7. 


two  perfect  straight  lines,  those  lines  cannot  enclose 
a  space ;  and  if  there  exists  any  where  a  figure  formed  by 
three  such  lines,  it  has  its  angles  equal  to  two  right 
angles.  But  this  supposed  existence  of  the  objects 
cannot  be  verified  by  any  process  of  mathematical 
reasoning.  To  bridge  over  the  chasm  which  separates 
thoughts  from  things ;  to  determine  how  far  a  subjective 
necessity  of  thinking  indicates  a  corresponding  objective 
necessity  of  existence,  is  the  office,  not  of  Mathematics, 
but  of  a  Science  of  Being,  of  Metaphysics,  or,  as  Plato 
would  say,  of  Dialectic. 

But  though  objective  existence  is  beyond  the  province 
of  the  mathematician,  there  is  a  further  condition  of 
subjective  existence,  which  he  is  bound  to  verify  for 
himself,  by  an  appeal  to  pure  intuition;  i.  e.  by  con- 
structing in  his  mind  an  image  corresponding  to  each 
assumed  conception.  As  far  as  mere  nomenclature  is 
concerned,  we  might  employ  the  term  hiangle  to  denote 
a  rectilinear  figure  of  two  sides,  or  the  term  hicentrical 
circle  to  denote  a  figure  in  which  all  straight  lines  drawn 
from  two  interior  points  to  the  circumference  are  equal 
to  each  other.  There  is  no  logical  contradiction  in 
such  definitions;  and  those  who  maintain  that  all 
mathematical  certainty  depends  on  experience,  are 
bound  in  consistency  to  admit  that  these  conceptions 
are  no  more  absurd  than  those  of  a  centaur  or  a  hippo- 
gryph:  representing  objects  no  otherwise  inconceivable 
than  that  experience  has  shewn  them  to  have  no  real 

existence. 

Hence  it  follows,  that  no  expression  in  Geometry 
which  combines  together  a  plurality  of  attributes  can  be 
regarded  as  a  pure  definition.  For  the  assumption  that 
such  attributes  can  coexist  in  an  image  or  figure  is  either 
demonstrable  or  indemonstrable.  In  the  former  case 
the  definition  is  coupled  with  a  theorem,  in  the  latter 
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with  an  axiom.  Thus,  for  example,  to  define  a  triangle 
as  a  rectilinear  figure  of  three  sides  involves  the  as- 
sumption that  three  straight  lines  can  enclose  a  space, 
which  is  quite  as  much  an  axiom  as  the  assumption 
that  two  cannot.  Again,  to  define  an  acute  angled 
triangle  as  one  that  has  three  acute  angles  involves  the 
assumption  that  three  straight  lines  inclined  at  acute 
angles  to  each  other  will  enclose  a  space.  Accordingly 
we  find  in  the  ordinary  editions  of  Euclid  many  of  the 
definitions  accompanied  by  figures,  which  furnish  an 
evidence  of  the  possibility  of  the  conception  by  a  direct 
appeal  to  the  intuition.  So  also  the  definition,  that  "  a 
circle  is  a  figure  contained  by  one  line  which  is  called 
the  circumference,  and  is  such  that  all  straight  lines 
drawn  from  a  certain  point  within  the  figure  to  the 
circumference  are  equal  to  one  another,"  involves  the 
assumption  that  a  line  so  drawn  as  to  be  always  equally 
distant  from  a  given  point  will  return  into  itself  or  be 
one  line  including  a  space; — an  assumption  which 
might  be  more  properly  classed  as  an  axiom  than  as  a 
definition". 

From  this  we  may  conclude  that  the  numerous  attempts 
of  Geometers  to  diminish  or  get  rid  of  their  axioms  have 
been  steps  in  a  wrong  direction'.  The  number  of 
axioms,  instead  of  being  diminished,  should  be  very 
considerablv  increased ;  and  the  errors  that  have  hitherto 
prevailed  on  the  nature  and  foundation  of  Geometrical 
reasoning  have  been  mainly  owing  to  the  manner  in 
which  many  indispensable  assumptions  have  been  either 
omitted  altogether,  or  concealed  among  the  definitions. 

*  See  Whewell,  Philosophy  of  the  Inductive  Science^  vol.  i.  p.  108.  ed. 
1847. 

>  An  account  of  thirty  methods  at  different  times  proposed,  in  order  to 
avoid  the  assumption  of  the  twelfth  axiom  of  Euclid,  is  given  in  the 
Appendix  to  General  Thompson's  Geometry  without  Axioms. 


Some  valuable  hints  on  this  point  may  be  gathered 
from  a  very  able  and  interesting  paper  by  Professor  De 
Morgan,  printed  in  the  Companion  to  the  Almanac  for 
1849.  The  following  extracts  indicate  a  principle  which 
might  be  pursued  to  further  results. 

«Book  I.  Definitions,    Of  these,  iii,  vi,  xiii,  are  obvious 
statements,  but  not  definitions  of  words;  viii,  xxvi,  xxxi 
to  xxxiv,  are  never  subsequently  used ;  xviii,  if  semicircle 
have  its  etymological  meaning,  as  seems  the  intention, 
is  a  theorem,  which  ought  to  be  iii.  1.     The  remaining 
definitions  are  of  two  kinds :  first,  those  which  do  not 
explain  their  terms,  but  demand  a  notion  already  existing 
in  the  student's  mind ;  they  are  i,  ii,  iv,  v,  vii,  ix :  secondly, 
purely  verbal  definitions ;  they  are  x,  xi,  xii,  xiv  to  xvii, 
xix  to  XXX,  and  xxxv.     Insist  on  angle  as  a  magnitude; 
on  the  comparison  of  angles  as  to  greater,  equal,  or  less, 
by  superposition ;  on  the  rights  of  angles  equal  to  and 
greater  than  two  right  angles.     The  angle  made  by  a 
straight  line  with   its   own    continuation   is   a   definite 
angular  magnitude ;   and  its  half  is  the  best  definition 
of  a  right  angle.     It  is  to  be  regretted  that  there  is  no 
single  phrase  for  "  two  right  angles." 

''Postulate  and  axioms:  In  Euclid,  postulates  and 
common  notions.  All  Geometrical  demands  are  postulates 
in  Euclid  4  his  axioms  or  common  notions  are  in  every 
instance  notions  common  to  all  kinds  of  mag^nitude  as 
well  as  space  magnitudes.  Restore  this:  that  is,  let 
the  postulates  be,  Simson's  postulates,  and  axioms,  x,  xi, 
xii ;  but  instead  of  xi,  substitute  "  if  two  right  lines 
coincide  in  two  points,  they  coincide  when  produced," 
as  more  self-evident.  From  this  it  is  seen  that  the 
doubles  of  all  right  angles  are  equal,  and  thence  that 
all  right  angles  are  equal ;  and  this  should  come  between 
I.  12.  and  I.  13.  as  a  proof  of  the  theorem,  "  all  right 
angles  are  equal."     For  xii.  substitute  "  two  lines  which 
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cut  one  another  are  not  both  parallel  to  any  third  line," 
from  which,  after  I.  28.  prove  Simson's  axiom  xii  as  a 
theorem.  Remark  that  the  distinction  of  postulate 
and  axiom,  as  problem  and  theorem,  could  not  have  been 
Euclid's  notion,  for  he  does  not  recognise  the  last 
distinction ;  both  are  with  him  simply  propositions. 
The  expressed  six  postulates  of  Euclid  are  not  the 
only  ones  which  occur;  others  are  tacitly  adopted,  as 
will  presently  appear.  Nothing  should  be  tacitly  assumed 
by  those  who  will  not  assume  without  express  statement, 
that  "  two  straight  lines  cannot  inclose  a  space." 

"  1.  1.  The  following  postulates  are  demanded :  "  if 
two  figures  which  have  one  or  more  points  in  common 
have  each  a  point  which  is  not  in  the  other,  the  bound- 
aries of  those  figures  must  cut,"  and  "  every  point  is 
without  or  within  a  circle,  according  as  its  distance 
from  the  centre  is  more  or  less  than  the  radius."  With 
less,  the  intersection  of  the  circles  cannot  be  proved. 
I.  4.  This  postulate  is  assumed,  "  any  figure  may  be 
removed  from  place  to  place  without  alteration  of  form, 
and  a  plane  figure  may  be  turned  round  on  the  plane." 
But  for  this  right  to  turn,  I.  4.  would  not  prove  I.  5." 

In  the  general  principles  of  Professor  De  Morgan's 
criticism  I  fully  concur,  though  slightly  differing  from 
one  or  two  of  his  details.  Definitions  iii.  and  vi.  are  syn- 
thetical judgments,  not  developing  the  conceptions  of 
the  point  and  straight  line,  but  affirming  a  property  of 
each.  These  then  should  be  classed  among  the  axioms, 
or,  as  Mr.  De  Morgan  more  properly  terms  them,  the 
postulates.  Definitions  i,  ii,  iv,  v,  vii,  viii,  ix,  are  not 
really  employed  as  conceptions,  but  only  serve  to  refer  us 
to  the  corresponding  intuition ;  which  in  every  case  is 
the  basis  of  one  or  more  axioms,  implied,  if  not  expressly 
stated.  Among  such  axioms  must  be  classed  the  follow- 
ing assumptions.     "  Two  lines  can  meet  each  other,  and 


the  place  where  they  meet  is  always  a  single  point." 
«Two  lines  can  intersect  each  other,  and  the  place 
where  they  intersect  is  always  a  single  point." 
(These  are  properties  of  the  point,  and  assumptions  of 
the  possibility  of  angles.)  "  A  straight  line  may  lie  in 
and  form  part  of  a  superficies."  Definitions  xiii,  xiv, 
xvi,  are  the  only  purely  verbal  ones ;  for  Definitions  x, 
xi,  xii,  and  xvii,  assume  that  straight  lines  can  be  drawn 
to'  comply  with  certain  specified  conditions ;  and  the 
others,  being  definitions  of  figures,  assume  that  lines 
under  specified  conditions  can  enclose  a  space. 

The   above   remarks   will    sufficiently   shew   in    what 
respects   the   attempts  of  Geometers  to  dispense  with 
axioms  have  failed.     They  have  not  been  aware  that 
every    synthetical   judgment   assumed   without   demon- 
stration is  a  axiom.     They  have  attempted  to  deal,  not 
very  successfully,  with  the  expressed  axioms  of  Euclid ; 
but  they  have  neglected,  and  in  their  own  attempts  have 
assumed,    principles    equally    axiomatic,    though    only 
understood;    and   they   have   not   been    aware    that   an 
assumption  resting  on  an  appeal  to  the  senses  or  to 
the  imagination  is  as  much  an  unproved  assumption  as 
one  which  appeals  to  the  thought;   for  of  the  one  we 
can  only  say  that  we  are  so  constituted  that  we  cannot 
but  perceive  it,  and  of  the  other,  that  we  are  so  con- 
stituted  that  we  cannot  but  think  it. 

An  ingenious  and  instructive  but  unsuccessful  attempt 
of  this  kind  is  made  in  General  Thompson's  "  Geometry 
without  Axioms."  The  author  every  where  identifies 
intelligible  magnitudes  with  sensible ;  and  this  identifi- 
cation  gives  rise  to  a  multitude  of  subordinate  assump- 
tions, inadmissible  in  strict  demonstration,  but  which,  it 
admissible,  would  be  as  much  axioms  as  any  thing  in 
Euclid.  By  identifying  intelligible  magnitudes  with 
sensible,  it  is  implied  tbat  all  the  perfections  which  are 
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conceived  to  exist  in  magnitudes  regarded  as  modi- 
fications of  space  may  also  be  perceived  to  exist  in 
similar  magnitudes  regarded  as  portions  of  bodies.  The 
perfect  straight  line  and  the  perfect  triangle  and  the 
perfect  circle  are  not  merely  imaginable  forms,  but 
tangible  substances.  But  it  is  further  assumed  by  the 
author,  that  the  sensible  properties  of  bodies,  whose  very 
existence  can  only  be  proved  by  the  testimony  of  expe- 
rience, may  exist,  along  with  the  Geometrical  qualities,  in 
a  manner  in  which  experience  has  never  presented  them. 
Thus  "  figures  of  all  kinds,  lines  and  points,"  are  "  always 
considered  as  exhibited  on  a  hard  body  of  some  kind, 
which  causes  the  position  of  the  several  parts  or  points 
to  be  fixed  with  relation  to  one  another;  and  will,  on 
occasion,  be  supposed  to  be  turned  about  an  assigned 
point  or  points,  in  any  manner  that  can  be  shewn  to  be 
practicable  with  the  hard  body  on  which  they  are  under- 
stood to  be  represented.  Nevertheless,  the  application 
of  one  object  to  another  will,  when  required,  be  imagined 
to  take  place  without  bar  of  corporeal  substance ; — that 
is  to  say,  without  impediment  from  the  existence  of 
other  parts  than  those  it  is  desired  to  compare."  In 
other  words,  the  surface  of  a  solid  and  the  linear  boundary 
of  a  surface  may  be  considered  ad  libitum  as  in  or  out 
of  connection  with  the  bodies  of  which  they  form  part, 
retaining  in  both  cases  the  attributes  of  body,  such  as 
hardness.  Surely  such  assumptions  as  these,  be  they 
legitimate  or  illegitimate,  are  to  be  treated  as  postulates 
or  axioms.     At  any  rate  they  are  not  definitions. 

But  further:  a  Body  is  defined  to  be  "  any  thing  that 
can  be  made  the  object  of  touch ;"  and  a  hard  body  is 
"  a  body  which  resists  all  change  of  form."  But  bodies 
which  resist  all  change  of  form  are  assumed  at  the  same 
time  not  to  resist  all  change  of  size ;  for  the  genesis  of 
the  straight  line  and  the  proof  of  the  axiom  of  parallels 
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are  made  to  depend  on  a  supposed  inflation  of  the 
sphere.  Here  is  another  implied  postulate  or  axiom. 
"  A  hard  body  may  be  increased  or  diminished  in  size 
to  any  extent  without  losing  its  hardness."  Empirically, 
this  is  untrue.  A  body  which  resists  all  change  of  form 
cannot  in  practice  be  expanded  or  contracted  ad  libitum. 
To  assume  it  as  imaginably  true  is  to  assume  an  axiom, 
not  a  definition. 

Again :  the  author  attempts  to  prove  the  majority  of 
the  axioms  of  Euclid  by  superposition;    laying  down 
beforehand  these  two  definitions;  "  Things  which  occupy 
the  same  place,  are  said  to  coincide  ;"  and  "  Magnitudes 
which,  if  their  boundaries  were  applied  to  one  another, 
would  coincide,  or  might  be  made  capable  of  doing  so 
bv  a  different  arrangement  of  parts,  are  called  equal" 
In  the  latter  definition  again  there  is  an  assumed  postu- 
late  :  "  The  parts  of  a  body  may  be  arranged  in  any  way, 
without  affecting  the  magnitude  of  the  body."    Otherwise 
the  two  meanings,  of  the  term  equal  are  a  mere  equi- 
vocation ;  and  the  demonstration  of  the  equality  of  any 
two  given  bodies  is  a  mere  play  upon  words.    A  is  equal 
to  B  because  it  actually  coincides  with  it.     C  is  equal  to 
B  because  it  may  be  made  to  coincide  with  it.     But  how 
do  I  know  that  it  is  the  same  C  before  and  after  the 
change  in  the  arrangement  of  its  parts  ?     If  I  may  assert 
that  the  two  bodies  are  now  equal,  because  a  different 
arrangement  of  parts  may  make  them  so,  why  may  I  not 
assert  that  they  are  now  equal,  because  by  taking  away  a 
part  of  one  of  them  they  may  become  so  ? 

But  even  after  this  assumption  is  made,  it  may  be 
questioned  whether  the  principle  of  superposition  can 
be  legitimately  applied  to  magnitudes  considered  as 
exhibited  on  a  hard  body.  Magnitudes  in  space  can  be 
constructed  a  priori  in  a  pure  intuition,  and  in  any  one 
part  of  space,  as  readily  as  in  anv  other.     Hence  they 
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may  be  transported  by  the  same  intuition  from  one 
position  in  space  to  another,  and  all  their  constituent 
attributes  with  them;  for  they  contain  no  attribute 
which  is  not  presented  in  the  image.  But  the  empirical 
qualities  of  a  hard  body  cannot  be  constructed  a  priori 
in  a  pure  intuition ;  and  tangibility,  which  the  author 
adopts  as  the  test  of  corporeity,  cannot  be  conveyed  into 
the  mental  image  by  the  construction,  nor  conceived  to 
exist,  so  long  as  it  is  transferred  from  one  place  to 
another  solely  by  the  imagination.  If  1  draw  two 
triangles  upon  paper,  I  can  only  shew  their  coincidence 
as  bodies  by  cutting  one  out  and  placing  it  on  the  other. 
Thus  the  statements  of  Geometry  are  reduced  to  empirical 
truths  dependent  on  actual  measurement;  a  method  quite 
as  applicable  to  theorems  as  to  axioms,  and  which,  con- 
sistently carried  out,  would  dispense  with  demonstration 
altogether.  For  if  I  may  prove  by  measurement  that 
magnitudes  which  are  equal  to  the  same  are  equal  to 
each  other,  I  may  apply  the  same  test  with  equal  direct- 
ness to  shew  that  the  angles  of  a  triangle  are  equal  to 
two  right  angles. 

Another  work,  nominally  of  a  similar  character  to  that 
of  General  Thompson,  but  differing  considerably  in  its 
method  and  actual  results,  was  published  in  1856,  by 
Mr.  Hen  sleigh  Wedgwood,  under  the  title  of  "  the 
Geometry  of  the  three  first  Books  of  Euclid  by  direct 
proof  from  Definitions  alone."  The  opposition,  how- 
ever, between  the  principles  of  Mr.  Wedgwood's  treatise 
and  those  maintained  in  the  preceding  remarks  is  more 
verbal  than  real.  According  to  the  view  of  Kant,  which 
has  been  adopted  in  the  preceding  remarks,  the  science 
of  Geometry  is  founded  on  the  successive  synthesis  of 
the  productive  imagination  in  the  generation  of  forms  or 
magnitudes  in  space ;  and  its  axioms  express  those  con- 
ditions of  the  sensible  intuition  a  priori,  under  which 
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alone  the  scheme  answering  to  a  given  notion  can  be 
formed^.     Mr.  Wedgwood   transfers  these  "  conditions 
of  the  sensible  intuition"  to  the  definitions  of  his  ele- 
mentary magnitudes,  the   straight  line  and  the  plane, 
which  he  defines,  not  by  a  description  of  the  appearance 
which  they  present  to  the  eye  or  the  imagination,  as 
magnitudes  already  existing,  but  by  a  statement  of  the 
manner  in  which  they  may  be  supposed  to  be  generated 
by  motion  from  a  given  point.     Such  statements  contain 
considerably  more  than  a  mere  analysis  of  the  attributes 
indispensable  to  the  conception  of  the  magnitudes  in 
question:   they  contain  the  assertion  that  a  magnitude 
which  our  intuition,  whether  pure  or  empirical,  presents 
to  us  as  having  a  certain  form,  and  which  is  already 
conceived   or   known   by   that  form,   possesses   also   a 
certain  property  or  properties  in  respect  of  its  distance 
and  direction  with  regard  to  a  given  point.     Assertions 
of  this  kind,  as  being  synthetical    and  not  analytical 
judgments,  would  be  classed  by  Kant  as  Axioms,  not  as 

Definitions. 

As  an  appropriate  conclusion  to  this  note,  I  subjoin  a 
specimen  of  Euclid  reduced  to  syllogisms,  extracted 
from  the  very  curious  and  rare  Analyses  Geometricoi  of 
Herlinus  and  Dasypodius.  I  have  selected  the  fifth 
proposition  of  the  first  book,  as  that  which  has  also 
been  analysed  by  Mr.  MilP.  To  the  curious  in  such 
subjects  it  may  be  interesting  to  compare  the  two 
demonstrations. 

•«  See  Kritik  der  reinen  Vemunft,  p.  143,  ed.  Rosenkranz. 
*  Logic,  b.  ii.  chap.  iv. 
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Propositio  v. 
Theorema, 

Touv  I(rC(rxsXaJv  T^iycuvojv  al  icql^  xri  ^acei  yoivicti  1(ron  uKKriKon^ 
el<ri'  xol]  ^eo(rsx/3A>)fiei(rcov  tmv  Icro/v  suQswv,  oil  wto  t^v  /3a(r<v 
yuivlai  Idon  olKKyiKoli^  %<ToyTon. 

Triangulorum  qui  duo  aequalia  habent  latera,  anguli 
ad  basin  sunt  aequales.  Et  productis  aequalibus  illis 
rectis,  etiam  qui  sub  basi  sunt  anguli,  inter  se  erunt 
aequales. 

Sit  triangulis  aequicrurus  «jSy,  habens  latus  «^  aequale 
lateri  «y,  et  ducantur  lineis 
a/3,  ay,  Itt*  euQelois  lineae  jSS,  ys. 
6  hogia-f/.og.  Dico  quod  angulus 
a/3y  est  lequalis  angulo  ay/3. 
Et  quod  angulus  y/38  est 
sequalis  angulo  jSys.  ^  xara- 
(Txsy^.  Sumatur  in  linea  /3S 
punctum  quodvis  ?.  Tolla- 
tur  a  majore  linea  ae,  rainori 
a^  aequalis  linea  a>j,  per  pro- 
positionem  tertiam.  Ducan-  ^ 
tur  rectae  ^y,  >j/3. 

Syllogismi  quatuor. 

Primus,  Quicunque  duo  trianguli  habent  duo  latera 
duobus  lateribus  aequalia,  alterum  alteri,  et  angulum 
angulo  aequalem,  qui  aequalibus  lineis  continetur,  etiam 
basin  basi  babebunt  aequalem,  et  reliquos  angulos  reliquis 
angulis  aequales,  alterum  alteri,  quos  aequalia  latera  sub- 
tendunt.      Trianguli  |3a>j,  yoi^  habent  duo  latera  /3a,  a»j, 
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gequalia  duobus  lateribus  yoL^ji^,  alterum  alteri,  latus_^a 
lateri  yi,  et  latus  a>j  lateri  a?.   _Et  habent  angulum  ^^ 
communem.     Ergo,     Trianguli  /3«>],  yoi^,  habent  basin  /3>j 
sequalem  basi  yK,  et  angulum  a^>)  aequalem  angulo  ay?,  et 
angulum  o^  aequalem  angulo  a^y.     ExpUcatio.     Major 
est  propositio  quarta.     Minoris  pars  prima  est  m6^B(T^g, 
Secunda  est  nota  Ix  t^5  y.cnc^(yy'm<;'     Tertia  est  nota  per 
se.     Secundus,     Si  ab  aequalibus  tollantur  aequalia,  quae 
relinquuntur  sunt  aequalia.    A  lineis  aequalibus^,  a>j,  tolle 
lineas  aequales  ^,  ^.     Ergo.     Manet  recta  ^?,  aequalis 
rectae  y^.     ExpUcatio,     Major  est  kqivyi  hvoioi.     Minoris 
pars  prior  est  nota  ex  rns  xarao-xsu^^    Posterior  est  yTrodecrij. 
Tertius.     Quicunque  duo  trianguli  habent^c^t  syllog. 
pri.    Trianguli  ^,  y?|3,  habent  duo  latera  ^>3,  r/,  aequalia 
duobus  lateribus  'y^jj^,  alterum  alteri,  latus_^>j  lateri  y?, 
et  latus  ^  lateri  ?/3,  et  habent  angulum  /3))y  aequalem 
angulo-^.     Ergo,     Trianguli  ^>)y,  yjg,  habent  angulum 
^^  aequalem  angulo  y/3?,  et  angulum  y^>)  aequalem  angulo 
^.     ExpUcatio.     Major  est  propositio  quarta.     Minoris 
pars  prima  et  tertia  est  conclusio  syllog.  primi.    Secunda 
est  conclusio  syll.  secundi.     Quartus.     Si  ab  aequalibus 
tollantur  aequalia,  qjiae  relinquuntur  sunt  aequalia.   J^ 
ffiqualibus  angulis  «/3»),  «y?,  toUe^  aequa:es  angulos  y^, 
^.     Ergo.     Manet  angulus  a/3y,  aequalis  angulo  «y^. 
ExpUcatio.     Major  est  xoiv^  Ivvoia.     Minoris  pars  prior 
est  conclusio  syll.  primi.     Posterior  est  conclusio  syll. 
tertii.    rh  (rviin^goLiT[i.a.     Ex  conclusione  syll.  quarti  liquet 
trianguli  "^,  angulos  a^y,  ay^,  qui  sunt  ad  basin  esse 
aequales.     Et  ex  conclusione  syll.  tertii  liquet  angulos 
^,  ^,  qui  sunt  sub  basi  esse  aequales.     Triangulorum 
igitur  qui  duo  habent  aequalia  latera,  &c.  oVg  ihi  Seifa*. 
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Note  M. 
on  the  classification  of  fallacies. 

It  has  been  before  observed',  that  Aristotle's  Treatise 
TTig)  <ro(pKJTixcov  sXeyxoov  has  properly  only  a  historical 
value ;  that  it  is  important  as  an  account  of  modes  of 
reasoning  in  use  at  the  period  to  which  it  refers ;  but 
that  it  is  not,  and  does  not  profess  to  be,  a  classification 
based  on  any  logical  principle.  Its  divisions,  however, 
have  been  followed  without  question  by  the  majority 
of  subsequent  logicians,  centuries  after  the  circumstances 
which  gave  it  its  chief  value  had  ceased  to  exist;  and 
its  language  has  become  in  a  manner  classical,  though 
not  always  restricted  to  the  sense  originally  intended 
by  its  author.  Petitio  Principii  and  Ignoratio  Elenchi 
still  hold  their  place  as  recognised  forms  of  fallacy; 
and  the  continued  use  of  the  Aristotelian  nomenclature, 
at  different  times  and  under  different  circumstances,  has 
given  in  some  respects  a  permanent  value  to  that  which 
originally  was  designed  only  for  a  temporary  purpose. 
It  is  not  therefore  intended  in  the  present  note  to  pro- 
pose an  entirely  difierent  classification  and  nomenclature, 
but  only  to  point  out  certain  principles,  according  to 
which,  if  Logic  is  regarded  as  the  Science  of  the  Laws 
of  Thought,  an  arrangement  of  Fallacies  may  be  at- 
tempted on  properly  logical  grounds,  and  some  of  the 
deficiencies  of  the  received  enumeration  supplied. 

The  Aristotelian  list  is  confined  to  Fallacies  connected 
with  Reasoning.  But  if  Logic  is  the  Science,  not  of  the 
Laws  of  Reasoning  only,  but  of  those  of  Thought  in  gene- 
ral, it  will  follow  that  the  spurious  forms  of  Conception  and 
Judgment  aro  cqiutlly  tin  titled  to  a  place  among  Logieal 
Fallacies.    Aod  if  all  the  proco«€8  of  Thought,  «q  iwt 

•  S«e  «baT^,  p.  Idl.  nQ4«  %. 


as  they  come  within  the  province  of  Logic,  are  governed 
by  the  same  laws,  we  may  naturally  expect  to  find  some 
resemblance  between  the  illegitimate  forms  of  each. 
The  resemblance,  as  will  be  seen  hereafter,  is  by  no 
means  perfect;  but  the  same  general  principles  of  classi- 
fication will  be  found  applicable  to  the  various  processes 
of  Thought,  whether  we  are  examining  their  legitimate 
or  their  illegitimate  results. 

The  first  and  most  obvious  principle  of  division  is 
into  Formal  and  Material  Fallacies,  according  as  the 
source  of  the  deception  lies  in  the  act  of  thought  itself, 
or  in   the   object    upon    which,   or    the    circumstances 
under  which,  it  i»  exercised.     Strictly  speaking,  Formal 
Fallacies  alone  come  under  the  cognisance  of  the  Logica 
docem^  or  Logic;  properly  so  called ;  as  being  apparent 
but  not  real  thoughts,  or  at  least  not  tlnj  kind  of  thoughts 
which   they  profess  to  be.     Material    JuillacicJ»,  where 
the   thought   is  legitimatG,  but   the   relation   to   things 
inaccurate,  belonn  properly  to  the;  ])rovinue  of  the  Logica 
uteris,  and  can  only  be  adetiuately  guarded  against  by 
that  branch  of  knowledge   which   iiikcK  cognisance  of 
the  things.     A   minute   division   of   Mat<!rial   Fallacies 
may  thus  be  carried  on  to  an  indefinite  extent;  for  any 
object  about  which  we  think   may  be   represented   in 
thought  inaccurately  or  untruly.     The  Logician  must 
content  himself  with  indicating  the  most  general  prin- 
ciples  of  such  a  division  ;   and  that  not  strictly  as  a 
portion  of  the  th<Jory  of  his  science»  but  as  a  hint  for 
its  application   to   practice.     To  these  two  classes  of 
Fallacies,  which   are   those   which   suggest  themselves 
a  priori,  as  implied  in  the  idea  of  any  possible  excjroise 
of  thought,  it  becomes  necessary  in  j)ractice  to  add  a 
third   class,   compriBing   tboso    vrhich    arise    from    the 
ambignitics  of  lanK^iage.     Words,   wliethor  written,  or 
spoken,  or  exhibited  in  some  other  9ytAtm  of  signs,  are 
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proved  by  experience  to  be  universally  necessary  in 
practice,  both  to  the  formation  and  to  the  communication 
of  thought ;  and  any  defect  in  this  indispensable  instru- 
ment is  communicated  to  the  operations  which  it  per- 
forms. This  was  clearly  seen  by  Aristotle  and  his 
followers,  who  have  assigned  a  prominent,  indeed  too 
prominent,  a  place  to  language  in  their  classification,  by 
dividing  Fallacies,  in  the  first  instance,  into  those  in 
dictione  and  those  extra  dictionem ;  according  as  the  de- 
ception does  or  does  not  depend  upon  the  particular  words 
in  which  the  reasoning  is  conveyed^.  Looking  to  the 
actual  position  of  language  in  relation  to  thought,  it  will 
be  better  to  adopt  a  threefold  division  of  Fallacies;  those 
in  the  Thought,  those  in  the  Matter,  and  those  in  the 
Language  ;  the  last  corresponding  to  the  fallacus  in  dic- 
tione of  Aristotle;  the  two  former  representing  a  still  more 
important  though  often  neglected  distinction,  which  is 
lost  sight  of  in  the  vague  negation  of  extra  dictionem. 

In  the  application  of  this  principle  of  division  to  the 
several  operations  of  Thought,  as  exhibited  in  the  follow- 
ing Table,  some  slight  differences  will  be  observed, 
which  in  some  instances  will  explain  themselves,  while 
in  others  a  few  preliminary  words  of  explanation  may 
be  desirable.  Fallacies  of  Language,  it  is  obvious,  will 
become  more  numerous  as  the  process  of  thought  be- 
comes more  complicated.  While  a  Concept  can  be 
misapprehended  only  in  the  term  (whether  expressed  by 
one  word  or  more)  in  which  it  is  conveyed,  a  Judgment 
may  be  ambiguous,  either  in  the  meaning  of  one  of  its 
terms,  or  in  its  entire  construction ;  and  a  Reasoning 
admits  of  still  further  ambiguity,  from  the  repetition  of  a 
term  or  sentence  in  different  senses.  Hence  a  different 
enumeration  of  Fallacies  in  dictione  will  be  required  in 
different  parts  of  the  Table. 

^  For  some  further  remarks  on  this  division,  see  p.  133,  note  b. 
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As  regards  Formal  or  Logical  Fallacies,  a  fuller  ex- 
planation may  be  needed.  The  ultimate  test  of  the 
logical  validity  of  any  thought  is  conceivability.  This 
test  may  be  applied  to  judgments  and  reasonings,  as 
well  as  to  concepts.  A  concept  is  logically  real  if  it  is 
conceivable  ;  that  is  to  say,  if  its  constituent  parts  can  be 
combined  with  each  other  in  an  unity  of  representation. 
If  it  complies  with  this  criterion,  it  is  real  as  a  thought : 
whether  its  supposed  object  be  real  as  a  thing,  is  a 
question  with  which  Logic  has  no  concern.  A  judgment, 
again,  is  logically  true  or  necessary,  (for  Logic  recognises 
no  truth  short  of  necessity,)  if  its  contradictory  is  incon- 
ceivable :  it  is  logically  false  or  impossible,  if  it  is  itself 
inconceivable ;  but  if  two  contradictory  assertions  are 
both  equally  conceivable,  it  does  not  lie  within  the  pro- 
vince of  Logic  to  determine  their  truth  or  falsehood.  A 
reasoning,  in  like  manner,  is  logically  necessary,  if  the 
contradictory  of  the  conclusion  cannot  be  conceived  as 
true,  consistently  with  the  assumed  truth  of  the  premises: 
it  is  logically  impossible,  if  the  conclusion  itself  cannot 
be  so  conceived.  If,  however,  the  conclusion  and  its 
contradictory  are  equally  conceivable  along  with  the 
assumed  truth  of  the  premises,  the  conclusion  may  or 
may  not  have  a  material  value,  but  it  is  one  which  cannot 
be  recognised  by  Logic. 

But  though  the  test  of  conceivability  is  thus  applicable 
to  judgments  and  reasonings,  as  well  as  to  concepts,  it  is 
applicable  in  a  different  manner.  A  given  combination 
of  attributes  may  be  inconceivable,  either  because  it 
contains  too  little,  or  because  it  contains  too  much. 
That  is  to  say,  it  may  either  be  defective  in  the  con- 
ditions under  which  alone  attributes  can  be  united  in 
representation,  or  it  may  contain  such  attributes  as 
mutually  exclude  one  another.  Thus,  inasmuch  as  unity 
of  representation  is  only  possible  under  the  condition 
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of  limitation    by   difference,  because   the    thing   repre- 
sented must  be  known  as  an  actual  object,  and  not  as 
the  universe  of  all  possible  objects,  it  follows  that  the 
indefinite  ideas  corresponding  to  the  terms  Thing,  Ex- 
istence, Being  in  general,  are  not  conceivable,  as  having 
no  distinctive  characteristic.    They  may  be  elements  of  the 
conceivable;  that  is  to  say,  they  may  become  conceivable 
when  combined  with  and  determined  by  other  attributes; 
but  so  long  as  they  are  given  as  isolated,  and  therefore 
as  unconditioned,  they  are  inconceivable.     The  logical 
rule  here  violated  is  the  Law  of  Identity,  which  requires 
that  every  object  should  be  conceived  as  itself,  and  as 
distinguished  from  every  thing  else.     Here  the  supposed 
Concept  contains  too  little.     On  the  other  hand,  if  the 
given  attributes  are  incompatible  with   each  other,  the 
rule  violated  is  the  Law  of  Contradiction,  which  requires 
that  two  contradictory  attributes  should  not  be  united  in 
the  same  object.     Here  the  supposed  Concept  contains 
too  much.     The  third  law  of  thought,  that  of  Excluded 
Middle,  may  also  be  violated  in  relation  to  the  same 
process,  if  we  attempt  to  conceive  an  object  of  which 
neither   of  two    contradictory   attributes   is^  predicable. 
Here  again,  the  supposed  Concept  contains  too  little. 

But  it  is  obvious  that  these  three  laws  cannot  all  be 
equally  violated  in  a  pretended  act  of  Judgment  or  of 
Reasoning.  In  Judgment,  the  concepts  are  already  given ; 
and  nothing  remains  to  be  done,  but  to  connect  them 
together  by  an  affirmative  or  negative  copula.  Here 
there  is  no  room  for  a  deficiency  of  attributes;  which 
would  affect  the  conceivability  of  the  terms  themselves, 
not  the  possibility  of  their  union  in  a  judgment.  The 
only  logical  fallacy  possible  must  consist  in  uniting 
notions  which  are  essentially  distinct,  or  in  separating 
such  as  are  essentially  the  same.  In  Reasoning,  again, 
the  truth  of  the  premises  and  the  conceivability  of  the 
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terms,  are  not  examined,  but  assumed;  and  the  only  pos- 
sible logical  fault  must  consist  in  drawing  a  conclusion 
incompatible  with  the  premises  themselves,  or  with  some- 
thing which  they  imply.  In  these  two  cases,  the  only 
possible  instances  of  inconceivability  must  arise  from 
a  dii'ect  or  indirect  Contradiction. 

A  Fallacy,  according  to  Aristotle,  is  a  reasoning  which, 
either  in  matter  or  form  or  both,  appears  to  be  that 
which  it  is  not*^.  Extending  this  definition  from  the 
process  of  reasoning  to  that  of  thought  in  general,  we 
may  regard  any  thought  as  fallacious,  which,  in  form  or 
matter,  has  an  apparent  but  not  a  real  validity ;  and  a 
Logical  or  Formal  Fallacy  is  one  which  exhibits  an  ap- 
parent but  not  a  real  conformity  to  the  Laws  of  Thought. 
An  apparent  thought  may  thus  be  formally  fallacious  in 
two  ways;  either  generally,  because  it  is  not  a  thought 
at  all ;  or  specially,  because  it  is  not  the  kind  of  thought 
which  it  professes  to  be.  For  the  elements  of  a  judg- 
ment may  be  perfectly  legitimate  as  objects  of  con- 
ception, but  self-destructive  when  united  together  as 
parts  of  a  judgment;  and  the  premises  and  conclusion 
of  a  syllogism  may  be  valid,  even  all  together,  as  in- 
dependent judgments,  yet  involve  a  concealed  contra- 
diction when  placed  in  the  relation  of  antecedents  and 
consequent  in  an  act  of  reasoning.  Thus,  if  it  be  argued 
"All  A  is  B,  C  is  not  A,  therefore  C  is  not  B,"  it  is 
obvious  that  the  three  statements,  viewed  merely  as  judg- 
ments, may  be  all  true  together.  But  when  we  view  them 
as  parts  of  a  syllogism,  we  assert  that  C  is  not  B,  because 
it  is  not  A;  in  other  words,  that  nothing  can  be  B  which  is 
not  A,  or  that  every  B  must  be  A.  Whereas  the  premise, 
in  stating  that  all  A  is  B,  leaves  it  open  as  at  least  a  pos- 

«^  Topics,  i.  I.  3.  'Ept<rTt«bs  S'  iar\  avWoyifffihs  6  4k  (paivofi€i>wv  4vS6i(cv, 
fx'^i  ivrwv  56,  KoX  d  i^  ivB6^wv  ff  <paiw(i^vwv  4vUi<av  <paiv6^iiPOs.  See  also 
Soph.  Elench .  c.  2. 
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sible  truth  that  some  B  is  not  A.  Hence  the  same 
belief  is  regarded  as  possible  and  impossible  at  the 
same  time ;  and  thus  the  conclusion,  though  not  directly 
at  variance  with  what  the  premise  asserts,  cannot  be 
drawn  consistently  with  what  it  permits.  Hence  these 
and  cognate  forms  of  reasoning  are  classed  in  the  Table 
as  violating  the  Law  of  Contradiction  indirectly ;  and  the 
conclusion  is  noted  as  formally  invalid,  though  mate- 
rially it  may  be  either  true  or  false.  Thus  the  whole 
process  may  be  valid  as  a  series  of  judgments,  but  not 
as  a  reasoning;  and  the  thought,  therefore,  is  not  the  kind 
of  thought  which  it  professes  to  be.  On  the  other  hand, 
if  a  conclusion  is  drawn  opposed  to  that  which  the  laws 
of  thought  require,  the  conclusion  is  neither  materially 
nor  formally  possible ;  and  the  supposed  reasoning  is  in 
reality  no  thought  at  all.  Thus  we  may,  verbally  at  least, 
argue,  "  All  A  is  B,  C  is  A,  therefore  C  is  not  B ;"  which 
requires  us  to  conceive  C  as  being  at  the  same  time  B 
and  not  B.  Here  the  Law  of  Contradiction  is  violated 
directly.  The  relation  of  logical  fallacies  to  this  law 
will  be  seen  much  more  clearly,  if,  in  accordance  with 
the  system  of  Sir  William  Hamilton,  we  assign  to  the 
predicate  as  well  as  to  the  subject  of  every  proposition 
an  expressed  mark  of  quantity. 

To  attempt  a  complete  enumeration  of  Material 
Fallacies  would  be  an  endless  as  well  as  a  profitless 
task.  Under  the  head  of  Reasoning,  it  has  been  thought 
sufficient  to  arrange  in  their  proper  places  the  members 
of  the  usually  received  list.  The  arrangement  has  been 
made  according  to  the  instances  given  by  Aldrich  and 
other  modern  Logicians,  as  being  most  familiar  to  the 
majority  of  readers.  These,  however,  occasionally  differ 
in  points  of  detail  from  those  which  are  found  in  the 
original  text  of  Aristotle.  The  discrepancy  is  of  little 
consequence ;  as  the  notes  to  the  corresponding  portion 
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of  Aldrich's  text  will  in  most  instances  enable  the  reader 
to  compare  and  classify  Aristotle's  examples  for  himself. 
Indeed,  Aristotle  himself  confesses  that  the  arrangement 
is  in  some  degree  arbitrary,  and  that  the  same  Fallacy 
will  admit  of  being  classed  under  different  heads. 

As  regards  Material  Fallacies  of  Conception  and  Judg- 
ment, I  have  contented  myself  with  indicating,  in  the  most 
general  way,  the  sources  of  Obscurity  and  Indistinctness 
in  Concepts,  and  of  Falsity  in  Judgments.  A  concept  is 
obscure,  when  it  cannot  be  distinguished  as  a  whole  from 
certain  others :  it  is  indistinct,  when  its  several  com- 
ponent parts  cannot  be  distinguished  from  each  other "^. 
The  obscurity  or  indistinctness  of  a  concept  may  ob- 
viously arise,  either  from  accidental  circumstances,  such 
as  the  want  of  a  sufficient  observation  of  the  object  on 
the  part  of  this  or  that  individual  thinker,  or  from 
circumstances  essential  to  the  concept  itself,  such  as  the 
want  of  those  conditions  which  experience  shews  us  to 
be  indispensable  to  all  clear  or  distinct  thinking.  Under 
this  head  may  be  classed  the  notions,  so  familiar  to  all 
students  of  Logic,  of  suramum  genus  and  infima  species. 
Both  of  these  terms  represent  limits  to  which  we  may 
indefinitely  approximate  in  thought,  but  which  we  never 
actually  attain.  Neither  of  them  can  be  regarded  as 
logically  inconceivable ;  for,  under  different  conditions 
of  the  matter  of  our  thought,  both  might  be  practically 
apprehended.  But,  in  actual  thinking,  it  becomes  manifest 
that  our  several  concepts  present  in  all  cases  such  an 
affinity  or  homogeneity  one  with  another,  that  it  is  im- 
possible, on  the  one  hand,  to  fix  on  two  cognate  genera 
which  possess  no  common  element  to  form  a  higher 
genus,  (until  we  arrive  at  abstractions  too  empty  to  be 


**  This  distinction  is  due  to  Leibnitz.'   See  his  Meditathnes  dc  Cogniiioncj 
Veritate  et  Tdcis.     Opem,  ed.  Erdmann,  p.  79. 
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conceived  at  all,)  or,  on  the  other  hand,  to  arrest  the 
process  of  subdivision  at  any  limited  number  of  at- 
tributes, as  the  greatest  number  that  can  possibly  be 
united  in  one  concept*. 

Thus  the  notion  of  a  logical  highest  genus,  that  is, 
of  a  concept  so  simple  as  to  be  incapable  of  further 
analysis,  is  essentially  obscure ;  for,  in  actual  thought, 
we  find  that,  so  long  as  there  is  limitation  and  difference, 
there  is  also  community,  and,  therefore,  a  possibility 
of  further  analysis'.    Again,  the  notion  of  a  logical  lowest 


e  The  Highest  Genus  and  Lowest  Species  of  Logic  must  not  be  con- 
founded with  the  same  terms  as  applicable  to  this  or  that  branch  of 
natural  science.  The  Highest  Genus  in  any  special  science  is  the  general 
class,  comprehending  all  the  objects  whose  properties  that  science  in- 
vestigates :  the  different  Lowest  Species  are  the  classes  at  which  that 
special  investigation  terminates.  In  Geometry,  for  example,  under  the 
summum  genus  of  magnitudes  in  space,  we  find  three  coordinate  injimce  species 
of  triangles,  the  equilateral,  the  isosceles,  and  the  scalene.  The  Geo- 
metrical properties  of  the  figures  are  not  affected  by  further  subdivision. 
But  the  Logician,  as  such,  knows  nothing  of  Geometrical  Umitations.  To 
him  the  highest  genus  and  lowest  species  are  Umits  of  the  possibiUty  of 
thought ;  the  former  denoting  a  notion  so  simple  as  to  admit  of  no  further 
subtraction,  the  latter,  a  notion  so  complex  as  to  admit  of  no  further 
addition.  In  thought,  the  notion  of  an  equilateral  triangle  whose  sides 
are  three  feet  long  is  a  subordinate  species  to  that  of  an  equilateral  triangle 

in  general. 

f  It  is  not  easy  to  draw  the  line  between  the  materially  and  the  formally 
inconceivable.  Being  in  general  {Ens),  and  such  like  abstractions,  may 
be  regarded  as  formally  inconceivable,  as  having  no  contents.  But  these 
abstractions  are  not  necessarily  identical  with  the  notion  of  a  highest 
genus  ;— indeed,  the  majority  of  Logicians  have  placed  the  summa  genera 
in  the  Categories,  of  which  Ens  and  the  other  transcendents  were  regarded 
as  predicable  equivocally,  or  analogously,  but  not  umvocally.  But  the 
Categories,  again,  are  practically  inconceivable  per  se ;  for  a  substance  is 
only  known  by  its  attributes,  and  an  attribute  as  existing  in  a  substance. 
But  it  is  at  least  supposable  that,  under  other  conditions  of  experience, 
we  might  arrive  at  notions  sufficiently  definite  to  be  conceivable,  yet  so 
diverse  as  not  to  admit  of  classification  under  a  higher  genus;  and  this  is 
virtually  admitted  by  Kant,  who,  notwithstanding,  regards  the  laws  of 
homogeneity,  specification,  and  continuity  as  logical  principles  of  the 
reason.  I  prefer  to  consider  them  as  empirical,  though  perhaps  indicating 
psychological  conditions  of  experience.    Thus  viewed,  they  are  not,  properly 
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species,  or  a  combination  of  all  conceivable  compatible 
attributes,  is  essentially  indistinct;  for  the  number  of 
such  attributes  is  indefinite,  and,  to  go  through  them 
in  thought,  enumerating  and  distinguishing  one  from 
another,  would  require  an  infinite  grasp  of  mind,  and  an 
infinite  length  of  time,  for  its  accomplishment. 

Another  class  of  notions  may  be  specified  as  materially 
inconceivable ;  those,  namely,  which,  though  presenting 
no  logical  contradiction,  contain    attributes   materially 
heterogeneous,  and  thus  incompatible  with  each  other. 
Such    combinations  of  attributes  as  circular  virtue,  or 
coloured  thought,  are  of  this  character.     "  Black  spirits 
and    white,    red    spirits     and     grey,"    are     only    con- 
ceivable by  investing  the   spirits  with  a  body  for  the 
occasion,  and  not  by  connecting  the  idea  of  colour  with 
that  of  spirituality.     To  the  same  class  belong  all  com- 
binations of  attributes   inconsistent  with    the    a  priori 
conditions  of  intuition;  such  as  a  bilinear  figure ;  which, 
though  not  logically  contradictory,  are  mathematically 
inconceivable.     These   must  be  carefully  distinguished 
from  those  notions  which,  though  empirically  known  to 
be  unreal,  are  yet  perfectly  consistent  as  thoughts ;  such  as 
the  conception  of  a  centaur,  or  of  a  golden  mountain.    In 
respect  of  these  last.  Logic  recognises   no    distinction 
between  the  real  and  the  unreal.     An  opposite  class  of 
notions   materially  inconceivable,  are  those   which    are 
defective,  as  separating  attributes  whose  union  is  testified 
by  experience  to  be  indispensable  to  conception.     Thus, 
inasmuch  as  we  know  by  experience,  that  no  surface  can 
be  conceived,  without  being  of  some  colour,  and  that  no 
colour  can  be  conceived,  except  on  some  surface,  the 
conceptions  of  an  uncoloured  surface  or  an  unextended 
colour,  though   they   present    no    logical    contradiction, 

spoaking,  laws  of  thought ;  and  thus,  as  far  as  Logic  is  concerned,  they 
belong  to  the  matter  of  thought,  not  to  the  form. 
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must  be  classed  as  essentially,  though  materially,  incon- 
ceivable «. 

As  regards  the  truth  or  falsehood  of  Judgments,  Logic 
properly  takes  cognisance  of  Formal  Truth  or  Falsehood 
only,  which  depends  on  the  agreement  or  disagreement 
of  a  thought  with  its  own  laws.     Material  Truth,  which 
is  sometimes  defined  as  consisting  in  the  agreement  of 
the    thought  with   its  object,  might  be   more    correctly 
explained  as  consisting  in  the  agreement  of  the  object 
as  represented  in  thought  with  the  object  as  presented 
in   intuition;    for   the    object   exists,   relatively    to    us, 
only  as  given  in  some  form  of  intuition.     But,  however 
it  may  be  defined,  it  is  manifest  that  no  general  law 
or   criterion    of   material   truth   and   falsehood   can  be 
given ;    for  the   essence   of  such   truth    consists   in    its 
adapting  itself  in  every  case  to  the  diversities  of  this  or 
that  special  presentation  ^     To  enumerate  in  detail  all 
the   various   sources   of   material   falsehood  would    be 
impossible ;    I  have  contented  myself  with  referring  to 
the  three  general  heads  of  Mathematical,  Metaphysical, 
and  Physical  Judgments ;  which  appear  to  possess  essen- 
tially  different   degrees   of    certainty    or   impossibility. 
These  propositions  will  admit  of  a  different  classification, 
according  to  the  theories  held  by  different  writers  as  to 
their  origin.     By  some,  mathematical  judgments  will  be 
classed  with  physical,  as  due  solely  to  experience :  by 
others,  they  will  be  merged  in  logical  truth  or  falsehood, 
as  owing  their  evidence  to  laws  of  thought.    Metaphysical 
judgments,  again,  will  be  considered  by  some  as  purely 
empirical:    while   by   others   they  will   be  referred   to 
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certain  fundamental  laws  of  human  belief,  originating  in 
the  constitution  of  the  mind  itself.  Into  the  various 
controversies  connected  with  these  questions  it  would  be 
irrelevant  now  to  enter.  The  reasons  for  the  classification 
which  I  have  adopted  will  be  found  given  at  length  in  a 
separate  work,  to  which  for  the  present  I  must  content 
myself  with  referring'. 

*  See  Prolegomena  Logica,  cliap.  iv.  and  v. 
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g  The  error  of  those   philosophers  who  maintain  that  colour  can  be 
conceived  without  extension  is  exposed  by  Sir  W.  Hamilton,  EeitTs  Works, 

p.  143. 

t  That  a  general  criterion  of  material  truth  is  not  only  impossible  but 

self-contradictory,  is  shewn  by  Kant,  Loyikt  Einleitung,  VII. 
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FALLACIES 


Of  Conception. 


Of  Judgment. 


In  the  Form. 


In  the  Matter. 


Conception  given  as 
uDConditioned.    (Law 

of  Identity,)  e.  g. 

Being  in  general. 


Conception  given  as 
self-contradictory. 
(Law  of  Contradic- 
tion.) 


Conception  given  as 
formally  defective. 
(Law  of  Excluded 

Middle)  e.  g.  a  sur- 
face neither  white 
nor  not  white. 


Directly. 

(by  Statement) 

e.  g.  a  surface  both 

white  and  not  white. 


Indirectly. 

(by  Inference) 

e.  g.  a  surface  both 

white  and  black. 


Conceptions  materially 
impossible. 


In  the  Language. 

Where  a  single  term 

admits  of  more  than 

one  meaning 

(^quivocatio.) 


Conceptions  materially 
incomplete. 


Attributes  heterogeneous.  Matter  defective.  As  a  whole.  In  the  parts, 

e.  g.  circular  virtue,  e.  g.  an  uncoloured  surface.      (Obscure.)  (Indistinct. ) 

or  bilinear  figure. 

Essentially.  Accidentally. 


Essentially.  Accidentally, 

(summum  genus.)     (from  imperfect     (infima  species.)    (from  want  of 

observation.)  analysis.) 


In  the  Form. 
Judgments  logically  false. 


Of  Reasoning. 


In  the  Forra. 

(Fallacia  Constquentis) 

conclusion  implies 

a  contradiction  of 

a  premise. 


In  the  Matter. 


Directly. 
Conclusion  logically 
impossible f  as  contra- 
dicting what  the 
premise  asserts. 
(This  consequence 
can  be  neither  for- 
mally nor  materially 
valid.) 


Indirectly. 
Contradiction  logi- 
cally inadmissible^  as 
contradicting  what 
the  premise  permits. 
(This  consequence 
may  be  materially 
valid,  but  is  not 
formally.) 


Illicit  Process 
of  Major. 


Illicit  Process 
of  Miner. 


Undistributed 
Middle. 


In  the  Language. 
(Fallacise  in  Dictione.) 


Of  a  Term. 


In  itself.        In  its  relation, 
(^quivocatio,  (Compositio, 
Accentus,         Divisio.) 

Figura 
Dictionis.) 


Of  a  Propo- 
sition. 
(Amphibolia.) 


Term  imperfectly 

conceived. 

(Accidens, 

A  dicto 

secundum  quid.) 


Premise  false. 

(including 

Non  causa  pro 

causa, 

Plurium 

Interrogationum  ) 


Premise  doubtful. 

(including 
Petitio  Principii.) 


Conclusion  irrelevant. 
(Ignoratio  Elenchi.) 


In  the  Matter. 
Judgments  materially  false. 


In  the  Language. 
Judgments  ambiguous. 


Directly. 
Contradiction  asserted, 
e.  g.  black  is  not  black. 


Indirectly. 

Contradiction  implied. 

e.  g.  black  is  white. 


At  variance  with 

a  priori 'mixiiiion. 

(Mathematically  false.) 


At  variance  with 
empirical  intuition. 
(Pnysically  false.) 


At  variance  with 
the  conditions  of 

personal  consciousness. 

(Metaphysically  fal.«!e.) 


In  a  single  Term. 
(iEquivocatio.) 


In  the  whole 

Proposition. 

(Amphibolia.) 
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